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Reader’s Guide to the Re-Circulated Draft SEIR  

For the Pala Mesa Highlands Project 
 
 
Introduction and Purpose 
 
The Pala Mesa Highlands project was reviewed by the San Diego County Planning 
Commission on January 13, 2006.  During the hearing the County of San Diego received 
public comments concerning the adequacy of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIR).  As a result of the public comments the County of San Diego decided to 
revise the alternatives discussion in the SEIR..  Two additional alternatives have been added 
to the SEIR to address public comments related to land use and community character.  The 
two alternatives, the Modified Home Size Alternative and the Duplex Housing Alternative 
were included to address comments related to building scale, open space, project design, and 
recreational amenities.  The summary section has also been revised and is included in this re-
circulated draft SEIR.  
 
Only the Summary and Alternatives Section (Chapter 5.0) of the Draft SEIR are being re-
circulated for public review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c).  The changes 
made to the Draft SEIR are being re-circulated to give the public and other responsible 
agencies an opportunity to comment on new alternative designs that was not included in the 
original EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the County of San 
Diego requires new comments to be submitted for this portion of the revised SEIR. 
Comments must be limited to the revised sections included in this re-circulation 
document. The County of San Diego will only respond to those comments submitted in 
response to the revised sections of the SEIR. Comments submitted on the previous 
Draft SEIR are part of the administrative record and will be included in the Final 
SEIR.   
 
Project Background 
 
A draft version of the Pala Mesa Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was 
originally circulated for public review from August 30, 2001, to October 15, 2001 (a 45-day 
review period). Three comment letters were received by the DPLU within the review period. 
The three organizations that provided comments on the Draft SEIR are: The Endangered 
Habitats League, the Fallbrook Community Planning Group, and the San Diego County 
Archaeological Society. After the review period had ended, the DPLU received a joint 
comment letter from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 
Department of Fish and Game that raised substantive issues.  
 
A redesigned project was proposed to reduce the number of residential lots, to reduce the size 
of the development footprint, and to consider new technical information in the project design.  
A draft SEIR was re-circulated from September 30, 2005 to November 14, 2005 to give the 
public and other responsible agencies an opportunity to comment on a new project design 
that was not included in the original EIR. This project design remains the currently proposed 
project (the Proposed Project).  
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The Proposed Project reduced the number of units in the subdivision from 197 to 130. The 
development footprint was reduced from 62.0 acres to 48.1 acres and the width of the fuel 
management zone was increased from 50 feet to 100 feet. The reduced development footprint 
increased the total amount of designated on-site open space to be preserved for biological 
purposes by 60%, from 23.1 acres to 36.5 acres. The amount of coastal sage scrub habitat 
preserved on-site was increased by 56%, from 21.2 acres to 33.1 acres. The proposed 
reduction in housing units decreased the amount of traffic generated by the project by 34%, 
from 2,364 average daily trips (ADT) to 1,560 ADT. The Proposed Project also included a 
combination wall and landscape berm along the project frontage to reduce the traffic noise 
from Interstate 15 within the project site.   
 
Technical reports and related documents, associated with these revisions, are available at the 
County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use, 5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B, San 
Diego, California, 92123. 
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SUMMARY 

S.1 Project Synopsis 

Project Location  
 
The Pala Mesa Highlands site is located approximately 50 miles north of downtown San 
Diego.  The 84.6-acre site is located in the unincorporated area of the County of San Diego 
within the Fallbrook Community Plan area (Figures 1.1-1 and 1.1-2). The site is north of 
State Route 76 (SR-76), west of Interstate 15 (I-15), and adjacent to the western side of Old 
Highway 395, between Pala Mesa Drive on the north and Via Belmonte on the south 
(Assessors Parcel Nos. 105-050-53, 125-050-59, and a portion of 125-050-63). The parcel is 
situated between the existing housing developments of Pala Mesa Fairways and Pala Mesa 
Village No. 1 located to the north and south, with agricultural, estate rural residential and 
open space uses to the west (Figure 1.1-3). 

Project Description  
 
The Proposed Project is the subdivision of the property into 130 residential lots, one natural 
open space lot, two park lots, one Home Owners Association (HOA) fuel modification lot, 
and two HOA open space lots. The 130 residential lots have an overall development footprint 
of 48.1 acres (Figure 1.1-4). Residential lot sizes will range from approximately 5,500 to 
approximately 13,700 square feet, with an overall density of 1.8 dwelling units per acre. 
 
The Proposed Project includes a 36.5-acre natural on-site open space lot (Lot 134) with an 
open space easement to be dedicated to the County for preservation of sensitive biological 
resources and steep slopes and implementation of a habitat management plan in perpetuity. 
The Proposed Project also includes several commonly maintained lots: a neighborhood park 
lot, a pocket park lot, a landscaped open space lot with water quality facilities, and a fuel 
management lot with drainage facilities. The Proposed Project includes active recreation 
facilities, including a swimming pool and hard court play area within the neighborhood park, 
and bench seating and a passive play area within the pocket park. 
 
As mitigation, the Proposed Project will be required to construct roadway improvements  at  
the Old Highway 395/SR-76 intersection to improve traffic flow conditions. These 
improvements would provide one left-turn lane onto eastbound SR-76, widen the west side of 
the south leg, and restripe the northbound approach to provide a left-turn lane and a shared 
through/right turn lane.  
 
An existing off-site storm drain would also be improved as part of the project and would 
include installation of a storm drain inlet filter on the northern side of SR-76 and potential 
construction of a headwall on the south side of SR-76. 
 
The Proposed Project includes dedication of ROW along Old Highway 395 for construction 
of a public trail. An 8-foot wide section of the 11-foot wide shoulder would be surfaced with 
decomposed granite for use as a public trail.  
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A private pedestrian trail is proposed within Lot 135, along the top of the slope in the western 
portion of the property and along the bottom of slope in the northerly portion of the site. 
Private access to this trail would be provided from Via Belmonte, between proposed Lots 23 
and 24 of Pala Mesa Highlands. The trail would be improved to a width of five feet and 
surfaced with decomposed granite (within a minimum 10-foot wide alignment). The trail 
would be fenced on both sides and gated for safety purposes and to prevent pedestrian 
encroachment into the adjacent open space. 
 
To implement the Proposed Project a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA99-005) to cluster and 
guide development, a Rezone (R99-020) to change the existing zoning designations to S-88 
to be consistent with the General Plan, a Tentative Map (TM5187RPL11), to create residential 
and open space lots, and a Certificate of Compliance (BC05-0125) for a lot line adjustment 
(to avoid project encroachment onto the fire station property to accommodate landscape 
encroachment on the southern side of the project site and to modify a minor lot line for Lot 
93 of Map 5494) are required. A Major Use Permit (MUP04-024) has been added to the 
project applications to: 
 
1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator [per Zoning Ordinance 

Sections 5800 and 6600] and the Pala Mesa PDP’s requirement for a Planned Residential 
Development (Sections 5800 + 6600 of the Zoning Ordinance); 

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for 
Design Review (Interstate 15 [I-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines and 
Section 5750 of the Zoning Ordinance); 

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator; 
4. Allow for commonly maintained areas; and, 
5. Provide architectural and site design details and controls. 

Land Use Designations and Zoning  

Pala Mesa Development Plan 
 
The property has a General Plan regional category designation of Current Urban 
Development Area (CUDA) and a land use designation of (21) Specific Plan Area (density of 
2.75 dwelling units per acre).  
 
The Pala Mesa Private Development Plan (PDP) covers 421 acres located west of Highway 
395, north of SR 76 and south of Reche Road. The San Diego County Board of Supervisors 
adopted the PDP 73-04 and 74-04 in 1974 and was last amended in 1981. The PDP area is 
divided into 24 separate areas, identified as Areas A through X, to implement a range of land 
use types, densities, and zoning designations that occur throughout the PDP area.  The 
Proposed Project is located within areas C, D, and E of the PDP. Figure 1.1-5 identifies the 
locations of Areas C, D, and E on the project site.  The existing PDP provides for a Planned 
Residential Development (PRD) comprising up to 306 dwelling units within these three 
Planning Areas (303 units allowed within Areas C and E and three residential estate units 
allowed within Area D), but largely limits the housing type to clustered, two- and three-
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bedroom attached units. The existing PDP allows an overall density of 2.75 dwelling units 
per acre. 
 
Area C is 52 acres in size and currently calls for a PRD with attached and detached units and 
density of 5 dwelling units per acre. Development of Area C under the PRD standards and 
the design specifications of the PDP could result in a maximum of 260 units, most attached 
in clusters, although some might be detached and a majority 2 bedroom.  
 
Area E is 17.5 acres in size and currently calls for a PRD with attached units at 2.5 dwelling 
units per acre. Development of Area E under the PRD standards and the design specifications 
of the PDP could result in a maximum of 43 units, attached in clusters and 2 and 3 bedroom.  
 
Area D is 15 acres in size and calls for detached single-family estate residential development 
with density of 0.25 dwelling unit per acre. Three single-family homes could be developed in 
Area D pursuant to the PDP. 
 
This Proposed Project proposes an amendment to the PDP (SPA 99-05) to consolidate Areas 
C, D, and E into a PRD of 130 units on lots with a minimum lot size of 5,500 square feet.  As 
shown in Figure 1.1-5, nearly all of the proposed development is located within Area C, and 
a small amount in Area E.  No development is proposed within Area D, although some 
grading and fuel modification will occur within that area.  
 
Based on the location of the proposed development footprint, the maximum number of 
dwelling units allowed under the PDP density constraints is 227.6 units or 2.69 dwelling 
units per acre.   The Proposed Project proposes 130 dwelling units or 1.8 dwelling units per 
acres (net density after public right away areas have been subtracted from overall project 
area), which is less than the allowed maximum.  No transfer of density between PDP areas is 
required or proposed.  The proposed amendment would eliminate the control on the number 
of bedrooms and allow detached residences in Areas C and E. Amending this aspect of the 
PDP would update the PDP requirements and make the PDP consistent with the existing 
zoning designations that permit attached and detached housing types.  
 
The PDP retains the maximum height limitation of two stories and parking requirements 
established in the PDP.  The proposed changes would result in a development consistent with 
the existing residential and recreational elements of the existing community that has been 
developed around the project site.  
 
Zoning 
 
Existing Zoning on the project site is A 70, Limited Agriculture and RS7, Single-Family 
Residential Use Regulations. Provisional zoning was applied to the property in conjunction 
with a tentative map that was approved in 1979 that would implement the Pala Mesa PDP. 
However, the Tentative Map never recorded on any portion of the site, and as such, the 
provisional zoning never took effect. Descriptions of the existing zoning designations for the 
site are as follows: 
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 A70 (Limited Agriculture) with a density of one dwelling unit per acre; 

 RS7 (Single-Family Residential) with a density of 7.26 dwelling units per acre;  

 (P) Provisional Zone RV3 (Variable Family Residential) with a density of three dwelling 
units per acre; 

 (P) Provisional Zone RV4 (Variable Family Residential) with a density of four dwelling 
units per acre; and, 

 (P) Provisional Zone A70 (Limited Agriculture) with a density of 0.25 dwelling unit per 
acre. 

Existing zones carry a “P” (Planned Development) and “B” (Community Design Review) 
Special Area Regulations Designators. The “P” designator requires a Major Use Permit per 
Section 5800 and 6600 of the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance. The “B” designator 
requires site plan approval per the I-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines. 
 
The Proposed Project would change the existing A70, RS7, and Provisional RV3, RV4, 
Variable Residential and A70(4) Use Regulations to the S88, Specific Plan Use Regulations 
with minimum lot size of 5,500 square feet and density of 1.8 dwelling units per acre. The 
reclassification of the site’s zoning designation to S88 is required to make the proposed 
specific plan and zoning designations consistent with current County of San Diego land use 
standards.  The County of San Diego requires the S88 zoning to be applied to all lands 
designated with a (21) Specific Plan Designation.  The S88 zoning allows a more direct 
implementation process and guides development of the site to the adopted specific plan.  The 
proposed specific plan retains all of the existing zoning regulations on the property.  The 
reclassification to S88 would not result in any new or different zoning restrictions and the 
Proposed Project is consistent with site’s existing zoning regulations.  
 
 
Zoning Consistency (Section 5800 of Zoning Ordinance) 
 
The Proposed Project complies with Section 5800 of the Zoning Ordinance (planned 
development) by offering opens space, recreational areas, and a clustered development to 
minimize landform alternation.   

Density  

Overall density on the site would be reduced by the Proposed Project.  The overall density 
would change from 2.75 dwelling units per acre to 1.8 dwelling units per acre.  

Building Type  

The Building Type under the existing zoning is 'C', which allows single- family homes on 
individual lots and no change is proposed.   
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Height  

The Height Designator under the existing zoning is 'G', which allows a maximum of two 
stories and 35 feet in height. The Proposed Project proposes a mix of one and two story 
homes.  The proposed homes will be of similar height to the existing two story homes within 
the PDP. No change is proposed.  

Coverage  
 
There is no coverage limitation under the existing zoning and none is proposed. The 
Proposed Project exceeds the required conservation and usable open space requirements as 
discussed under Open Space below.   
 
Setbacks  

Proposed setbacks are "V", which allows setbacks to be established via a Site Plan or Use 
Permit. In this case, the Major Use Permit, establishes a building footprint with a minimum 
15-foot front yard , 5-foot side yard and 15-foot minimum rear yard setbacks. The Proposed 
Project incorporates a minimum 20-foot rear yard setback.  

Open Space  
 
The existing zoning does not include an Open Space Designator and none is proposed. Open 
space would be regulated by the Planned Residential Development standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  
 

Special Area Regulations  
 
The existing zoning includes both "P" Planned Development and "B" Community Design 
Special Area Regulation Designators on the site. The “P” designator requires a Major Use 
Permit per Section 5800 and 6600 of the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance. The “B” 
designator requires site plan approval per the I-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines. 
The proposed zoning retains both the "P" and "B" designators and the Major Use Permit 
would  implement both. No conflicts with this zoning designation have been identified. 
 
The Proposed Project proposes a change in the zone classification from the existing A70, 
RS7 and Provisional RV3, RV4, Variable Residential and A70(4) Use Regulations to the S88 
to reflect current practices in implementing PDPs or Specific Plans.  The Proposed Project 
would reduce the residential density onsite from 2.75 units to 1.8 units.  The net result is a 
less intensive development and; therefore, the change in density does not conflict with the 
current or proposed zoning designation.  No other zoning changes are proposed.   
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Zoning Consistency (Section 6600 of Zoning Ordinance) 

Section 6600 et seq of the Zoning Ordinance sets the standards for Planned Residential 
Developments to assist in the evaluation of project compatibility to the surrounding area. The 
components of these standards are discussed in detail below.  

General Development Criteria:  

Compatibility with adjacent land uses and a harmonious relationship to the natural features of 
the site are required. Perimeter site planning is particularly important to protect the 
development as well as the surrounding areas.  The perimeter boundary with Highway 395 
will be bermed and heavily landscaped, both to provide noise attenuation and to buffer the 
development from the traffic to the east.  The berm and soundwall will also reduce the 
visibility of the project development from public view and drivers on Interstate 15 and Old 
Highway 395 as they approach the site.  The sound wall along the southern perimeter will be 
designed to have an adobe-like façade to match the exterior of the homes within the adjacent 
residential development. The areas to the north and west of the development footprint will 
remain undisturbed as biological open space. The open space protects steep slope areas and 
sensitive habitat lands. The existing topography and proposed open space area will provide a 
buffer to undeveloped areas to the west and to the existing homes (Pala Mesa Fairways) to 
the north.  Due to the existing topography, the project development will not be visible from 
the Pala Mesa Fairways Development.  The proposed homes will be a lower elevation than 
any future development to the west and would only be visible if future homes are built  on 
the ridgeline.     

Further perimeter planning includes a mix of single and two story homes. To provide a 
transition from the mostly single story homes south of the project site, homes along the 
southern perimeter of the project site will be limited to 21 feet in height, with a single story 
profile.    

Density:  

The density proposed does not exceed the allowable density for the project site. The 
Proposed Project is permitted a density of 2.75 dwelling units per acre, but is proposing 1.8 
dwelling units per acre.  By comparison, the Pala Mesa Village development adjacent to the 
project site to the south (not within the PDP area) has a density of 5.2 dwelling units per acre 
and the Pala Mesa Fairways development (within the PDP) north of Pala Mesa drive has a 
density of 3.5 dwelling units per acre.  As such, the Proposed Project has an overall density 
that is less than the surrounding development.  

Lot Size:  
 
In the RS Use Regulations with the approval of a Major Use Permit pursuant to Section 6600 
of the Zoning Ordinance, lot sizes may be 60% of the minimum lot size required by the zone; 
however, no lot may be less than 5,000 square feet in size. The Proposed Project proposes 
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residential lots with a minimum lot size of 5,500 square feet and a maximum lot size of 
13,709 square feet with an average lot size of 7,917 square feet.  By comparison the Pala 
Mesa Village development has lot sizes that range from 4,356 to 9,583 square feet with an 
average lot size of 6,425 square feet.  The proposed lot sizes are a similar size and would not 
conflict with the existing residential land use in the area.  

Open Space: 
 
Section 6600 of the Zoning Ordinance requires a total of 40% of the net property acreage to 
be available as open space.  For the Proposed Project, 40% open space of the net total 
acreage would equal 29.7 acres (74.25 acres x 0.4 = 29.7 acres).  The Proposed Project 
proposes a total of 66.2 acres of combined open space (36.5 acres within a biological 
easement to preserve sensitive habitat and 29.7 acres within the development footprint).  The 
PDP also requires that 20 percent of the development (14.8 acres) be usable open space.  
Usable open space may be common or private open space. The Proposed Project provides 
approximately 17 acres (22.9%) as usable open space. As part of the usable open space, the 
Proposed Project proposes three recreational areas. The main recreation area is 1.8 acres in 
size and contains a swimming pool, restroom, picnic area with shade structures, open turf 
area, half basketball court and parking. The second recreation area is a private pocket park of 
about 0.4 acre in size containing a BBQ and picnic area, benches and open turf play area. A 
third passive recreation area is about 0.2 acre in size and provides a pedestrian linkage for the 
existing residential development to the south of the project site to the proposed trail system. 
A private trail, available to residents as well as residents of the development to the south is 
about 0.7 mile long. The remaining area of usable open space consists of private front yard 
and rear yard areas and other common open space areas throughout the project site.   

The Proposed Project meets the PRD requirement for open space areas.  The Proposed 
Project proposes more than 65 acres of natural and usable open space with 29.7 acres 
required. At least 20% of the required open space must be usable open space. In this case, 
14.8 acres of usable open space is required. Usable open space may be common or private 
open space. Both common and private open space are proposed. Private open space is 
included in each of the proposed lots in backyard and front yard open space.  With an 
average lot size of 7,917 square feet, the proposed lots will have adequate living space for 
outdoor living on each property.  Common open space includes three recreation areas.  The 
main recreation area is 1.8 acres in size and would include a swimming pool, restroom, 
picnic area with shade structures, open turf area, half basketball court and parking. The 
second recreation area is a private pocket park of about 0.4 acres in size containing a BBQ 
and picnic area, benches and open turf play area. A third passive recreation area is about 0.2 
acre in size and provides a pedestrian linkage for the existing residential development to the 
south of the project site to the proposed trail system. A private trail, available to residents as 
well as residents of the development to the south is about 0.7-mile long. Public trail 
improvements along the project site frontage of Old Highway 395 will be constructed as part 
of the Proposed Project as additional usable open space.  In total, about 15.5 acres of 
common and private usable open space is proposed which exceeds the required 14.8 acres.   
 
The recreational facilities proposed are similar in type and scale to the existing developments 
within the PDP area.  Table S-2 provides a comparison of the recreational amenities between 
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the Proposed Project and the existing developments. The Proposed Project includes 
recreational amenities including backyards that are equal to or greater than the existing PDP 
developments.  
 
Utilities and Public Services:. 

The Proposed Project will not result in the need for significantly altered services, and 
facilities are available or adequate to serve the development. The Rainbow Municipal Water 
District (RMWD) would provide sewage disposal for the Proposed Project, with a connection 
from an on-site gravity-flow sewer system to an existing sewer manhole located in Old 
Highway 395, approximately 2,100 feet south of Moheghan Lane. The RMWD would also 
provide water service. The Proposed Project would result in the relocation of an existing 12-
inch RMWD water main within the proposed public road ROW, with points of connection to 
the north, east and south. The Proposed Project also includes the use of both underground 
and surface storm drain detention systems with appropriate water quality treatment facilities. 

 
Impacts to the Fallbrook Union High School District and Bonsall Union School District 
would be mitigated through the assessment of a fee at time of building permit issuance 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65970 et seq. The North County Fire Protection 
District has indicated that it can adequately provide fire service for the Proposed Project. 
Access to the subject site will be from Old Highway 395, which is an improved public road; 
therefore, emergency access is adequate and the construction of new roadways is not 
required. 
 
Regional Setting 
 
The Proposed Project site for Pala Mesa Highlands is located approximately 50 miles north 
of downtown San Diego.  The 84.6-acre site is located in the unincorporated area of the 
county of San Diego within the Fallbrook Community Plan area (Figures 1.1-1 and 1.1-2). 
The project site is located to the north of the intersection of I-15 and SR-76 in northern San 
Diego County.  
 
The area is characterized by rolling hills flanking the north/south-trending I-15 corridor and 
to the east/west-trending floodplain for the San Luis Rey River to the south along the route of 
SR-76. This area has been used historically for agriculture (avocado and citrus orchards), 
estate residential housing, and open space.   
 
Interstate 15, Old Highway 395, SR-76, and Pala Mesa Drive constitute the primary means of 
vehicular circulation in the immediate vicinity of the site. The junction of I-15 and SR-76 
(Pala Road) is just east and south of the site and provides freeway access to the site. Direct 
access to the site is provided primarily by Old Highway 395, north of Pala Road at Windsor 
Drive and secondarily to the south at the Via Belmonte intersection at Old Highway 395. 
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Local Setting  
 
The project site is primarily vacant, having formerly been used for citrus production. The 
majority of the site has been disturbed in association with this previous use. Several dirt 
roads cross the areas formerly used for cultivation.    
 
The on-site topography is generally flat within the former agricultural fields and orchards and 
relatively steep within the natural habitat. Surface elevations on the site range from a low of 
316 feet mean sea level (MSL) in the southeasterly corner of the site to a high of 610 feet 
MSL on the ridge along the western property boundary. Site topography varies from gently 
sloping, sparsely vegetated terrain in the southerly two-thirds to steeply sloping, thick coastal 
sage covered terrain in the northern and western portions.   
 
Surrounding land uses include the 93-unit subdivision of Pala Mesa Village No. 1 to the 
south, Old Highway 395 to the east, and the 140-unit Pala Mesa Fairways subdivision and 
18-hole golf course to the north. To the east of Old Highway 395 is I-15. Along the western 
boundary are various agricultural, estate rural residential, and open space areas. 

S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures That Reduce or Avoid 
the Significant Effects 

The County of San Diego has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is 
required pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The County has prepared an Initial 
Study to determine the scope of the environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR. Based 
on the Initial Study, the environmental issue areas identified for study in the EIR are land use 
and planning, geological issues, water resources, air quality, traffic and circulation, biological 
resources, noise, visual resources and landform modification, and cultural and 
paleontological resources. During preparation of this EIR, it was determined that potential 
impacts on land use and planning, geological resources, water resources and water quality are 
less than significant. Table S-1 (Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation), provided at the end of this section, presents a summary of the environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Project, mitigation measures to reduce or avoid potential significant 
impacts of the Proposed Project, and the level of significance of each impact after mitigation. 
Refer to Table S-1 for a summary of environmental effects of the Proposed Project found to 
be significant and the mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those effects. 

S.3 Areas of Controversy 

The following  areas of controversy were identified when the Draft SEIR was circulated for 
public review in September 2001 and September 2006. These areas of controversy have been 
identified by correspondence from the public and public agencies, as required by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15123 (b)(2), and are fully analyzed in Chapter 2, Significant 
Environmental Effects: 
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 Impacts to biological resources (loss of Diegan sage scrub as occupied habitat for the 
endangered coastal California gnatcatcher, non-native grassland and wetlands), as raised 
in response to the Notice of Preparation by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
California Department of Fish and Game. 

  
As a result to public comment, the Proposed Project was redesigned to limit the proposed 
development to the east side of the project site.  The Proposed Project includes 36.5 acres 
of biological open space onsite plus an additional biological open space area of 
approximately 35 acres offsite. 
 

 Traffic circulation and impacts at SR-76/I-15. 
 

As a response to public comment the applicant has agreed to construct offsite intersection 
improvements at the intersection of SR-76 and Old Highway 395. The improvements 
improve the traffic flow through the intersection and improve driving conditions within 
the Interstate 15 interchange.   
 

 Noise impacts from exposure of residents to traffic noise. 
 

As a response to public comment the Proposed Project was redesigned to include a sound 
attenuation barrier that includes a combination earthen berm and sound wall.  Solid sound 
walls are also proposed within the interior of the project site based on the site-specific 
building pad elevations. 
 

 Consistency with the existing Private Development Plan.  
 

The Proposed Project’s consistency with the existing Private Development Plan remains 
a controversial issue. As a response to public comments two additional project 
alternatives have been included to address public comments on community character.   

 
These issues are analyzed in Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of this EIR.  

S.4 Issues To Be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body 

Issues to be resolved by the decisionmaker include the choice among alternatives and 
whether or how to mitigate the signficant effects (CEQA Guidelines, §15123 (b)(3)). The 
ultimate development of the project site would result in a potentially significant but mitigable 
impact to traffic and circulation, biological resources, noise, and landform alteration and 
visual quality. With implementation of proposed mitigation measures, impacts would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. No other significant and mitigated or unmitigated 
impacts have been identified for the Proposed Project. Impacts to jurisdictional waters and 
coastal sage scrub from the Proposed Project would require additional review and permit 
authorizations from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
California Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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S.5 Project Alternatives 

Four alternatives to the Proposed Project are identified and analyzed in detail in Section 5.0 
of this EIR: the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Footprint/Attached Home Alternative, 
the Modified Housing Alternative, and the Duplex Housing Alternative. These alternatives 
were chosen with a focus on reducing significant environmental impacts of the project. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative would develop the project site as allowed under the current land 
use and zoning designations without special permitting. The No Project Alternative could 
result in residential development of the two legal lots established by the underlying parcel 
map, and would allow agricultural uses by lot owners, if they elect to do so. No additional 
development such as off-site road improvements or frontage improvements to Pala Mesa 
Drive or Old Highway 395 would be proposed.  None of the sensitive habitat on-site would 
be conserved within protective biological open space easements and the purchase of off-site 
habitat as mitigation for impacts on biological resources would not be required.  
 
This alternative would reduce potential significant impacts to traffic and circulation, noise, 
and landform alteration and visual resources, as well incrementally reduce impacts to air 
quality. Potential impacts to biological resources are considered similar because there would 
be no protective easements on the property to limit impacts to sensitive habitats.  However, 
this alternative does not meet any of the project objectives and is therefore rejected. This 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  Refer to Section 5.2 for a detailed 
discussion of this alternative. 

Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative 

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential 
development on approximately 41.6 acres of the 84.6 acres site to accommodate 192 two-
story, multi-family attached condominiums, common areas and a recreational area. The units 
would be combined in eight-plex units or four-plex units. Each building would be two stories 
with an equal number of units on the first and second floors for a total of four or eight units 
depending on the size of the building.  There would be 18 eight-plex buildings and 12 four-
plex buildings.  The recreation center would have similar amenities as the recreation center 
for the Proposed Project and would include a swimming pool, and a hard court play area, and 
a passive park area. A conceptual site plan of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing 
Alternative is shown in Figure 5.3-1. 
 
This alternative would reduce the development footprint by approximately 6.5 acres over the 
Proposed Project, thereby reducing on-site impacts. In addition, main access into the project 
site would be from Pala Mesa Drive, which would require an additional off-site intersection 
than the Proposed Project. Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and earthern berm 
would be located on the eastern portion of the property.  However, this wall would not have a 
break, as would the Proposed Project, and would instead span the entire length of the eastern 
portion of the property.    
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This alternative would reduce potential significant impacts to biological resources due to the 
reduced project footprint. Noise impacts would also be reduced with the solid soundwall and 
visual impacts would be similar. However, potentially significant impacts to as result of land 
use incompatibility would occur from the substantial difference in proposed building styles 
compared to the existing developments in the surrounding area. This alternative would 
generate approximately 24 ADT fewer than the Proposed Project. As such, this alternative 
would have similar impacts to traffic and air quality. This alternative does not meet the 
project objectives of developing a single-family residential development that meets the 
demands of the current housing market, or of developing an alternative housing product 
within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of a changing community 
profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood of the Fallbrook area. This alternative fails to meet the 
project objective to implement the PDP in a manner that is compatible with the existing 
development to the north, south, and east. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing 
Alternative proposed a building type that is substantially different than the other development 
types in the area. This alternative is therefore rejected in favor of the Proposed Project 
because it fails to meet the project objectives relating to the type of development proposed 
for the site and would be incompatible with the existing single-family neighborhood to the 
south. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative is the next environmentally 
superior alternative after the No Project Alternative. 

Modified Home Size Alternative   
 
The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes single-family residential development on 
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Modified Home Size Alternative footprint 
is the same as the Proposed Project.  A conceptual site plan of the Modified Home Size 
Alternative development is shown in Figure 5.4-1. The alternative involves subdividing the 
property to develop single-family dwelling units consistent with the single-family units as 
would occur with the Proposed Project.   
 
The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes to reduce the number of housing units by six 
to 124 units and reduces the square footage of the larger homes.  The largest floor plan, Plan 
Four, a two story 3,810 square foot design, was removed from the proposed mix of homes.  
Additionally, the number of one-story homes was increased from 40 homes to 55 homes 
(30% to 44%). This alternative was proposed to reduce the average homes size and to 
provide more single story homes to transition for the Pala Mesa Village Development to the 
south.  With the reduction of six dwelling units, the amount of recreational park space is 
increased 1.6 acres from 2.3 acres to 3.9 acres.  The increased open space allows for 
increased recreational amenities such as a clubhouse by the pool and a putting green. This 
alternative addresses comments by the public regarding the proposed homes sizes being too 
large for the surrounding community and regarding a deficiency of recreational amenities.  
This alternative incrementally reduces the number of traffic trips by 72 ADT per day, 
however; traffic impacts are still considered significant and the same traffic mitigation is 
required as the Proposed Project.  The development footprint of this alternative is the same as 
the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would require an 
amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a majority of the homes 
having two bedrooms and to allow single-family residences. Like the Proposed Project, a 
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rezone would be required to change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the Specific Plan 
(21) General Plan designation. 
 
Similar to the Proposed Project, the main access into and out of the project site would be 
from Mohegan Lane. Secondary access would be through Via De Todos Santos on the south 
side of the project site.  The proposed roads within the property would be private.   The 
Modified Home Size Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements 
along Pala Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project. 
 
Duplex Housing Alternative   
 
The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential development on 
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Duplex Housing Alternative footprint is 
the same as the Proposed Project.  A conceptual site plan of the Duplex Housing Alternative 
is shown in Figure 5.5-1; refer to Chapter 5.0. The alternative involves subdividing the 
property to develop duplex attached dwelling units, as opposed to single-family units as 
would occur with the Proposed Project.  The alternative proposes condominium-type 
development of 82 Duplex buildings over 11 lots. 
 
The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes 164 duplex housing units.  The units are a mix of 
one and two story homes that are attached with two units per building.  Twenty-two units are 
single story (13%) including all of the units along the southern property boundary. The home 
sizes range from 1,677 square feet to 2,034 square feet. The project design increases the 
recreational areas to 5.4 gross acres. The Duplex Housing Alternative was proposed to 
provide an alternative with homes that more similar in design to the Pala Mesa Fairways 
development to the north.  The development footprint is the same as the Proposed Project.  
The duplex units would generate 248 fewer trips than the Proposed Project, however traffic 
impacts are still considered significant. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would 
require an amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a majority of 
the homes having two bedrooms. Like the Proposed Project, a rezone would be required to 
change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the Specific Plan (21) General Plan 
designation.  The alternative proposes private internal streets.  Parking for the residential 
units and the recreation area would be provided as off street surface parking in front of the 
buildings, as well as individual 2-car garages. The parking spaces required for this design 
would be 379 spaces. Residential garage parking would account for 328 parking spaces, 
which would be located within the proposed garages, guest spaces would account for 34 
parking spaces, and the recreational area would account for 17 parking spaces. The result is a 
smaller square foot building size and a reduced backyard size but the same size overall 
development footprint as the Proposed Project.   
 
The main access into and out of the project site would be moved to the north to take access 
off of Quiet Ridge Lane. Secondary access would be through Via Alimonte on the south side 
of the project site.  The proposed roads within the property would be private.   The Duplex 
Housing Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala 
Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project. 
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Note: This section has been revised to update the mitigation measures and incorporate specific implementation requirements and additional mitigation measures requested by 
the Wildlife Agencies during the public review period of the Draft SEIR.  

 
Table S-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
Proposed Project 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

PROJECT-LEVEL IMPACTS 
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

None 
 IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

Traffic and Circulation (Section 3.1) 

(Impacts 3.1.3-1) For the proposed 
project, the addition of project traffic 
would result in direct impacts on the 
Pala Road (SR-76) segment of Gird 
Road to Sage Road. 

 

3.1.3-1 [Roadway Segment: Pala Road (SR-76) - Gird Road to Sage Road] 

Prior to obtaining building permits, the applicant shall construct the following 
improvements to the SR-76/Old Highway 395 intersection (consistent with Figure 3.1-
4 of the SEIR): 

(a) Widen the west side of Old Highway 395, north of SR-76 and restripe the 
southbound approach to provide an additional left-turn lane. 

(b) Provide a painted median on Old Highway 395 north of Pala Road that 
prohibits left turns into and out of the existing Park-and-Ride driveway, north 
of the gasoline service station. Construct a new access to and from the Park-
and-Ride lot further to the north to facilitate left turns into and out of the lot.  

(c) As part of this intersection improvement, the applicant shall modify the 
existing signal timing from split-phase to a protected left-turn phase in the 
northbound-southbound direction along Old Highway 395. 

(d) Widen the west side of Old Highway 395, south of SR-76 and re-stripe the 
northbound approach to provide a left-turn lane and a shared through/right 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

turn lane. 

(Impacts 3.1.3-2) For the proposed 
project, the addition of project traffic 
would result in direct impacts on the 
Pala Road (SR-76) segment of Sage 
Road to Old Highway 395. 

3.1.3-2 [Roadway Segment: Pala Road (SR-76) - Sage Road to Old Highway 395] 

Measure 3.1.3-1 (a, b, c, and d) requires improvements that mitigate for direct impacts 
on segments of Pala Road.  This measure also mitigates Impact 3.1.3-2 to a less than 
significant level. 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Biological Resources (Section 3.2) 

Sensitive Plant Communities   

(Impact 3.2.3-1)  The proposed project 
would impact one Engelmann Oak. 
Impacts on an Engelmann Oak in the 
area mapped as Engelmann Oak 
Woodland would be significant.  

 

3.2.3-1 (Engelmann Oak) 

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of the Final 
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit and receive approval for a 
Revegetation Plan from the County Director of Planning and Land Use to plant 10 
Engelmann oaks in one of the four revegetation areas located within the open space (as 
illustrated in Attachment 4 of Appendix C of the April 2005 Biological Technical 
Report and as shown on Figure 3.2-8 of the FEIR) for significant impacts on a single 
Englemann oak.  In addition, a total of 1.6 acres of Engelmann oak woodland shall be 
conserved in the proposed on-site open space. 

Less than Significant Impact.   

(Impact 3.2.3-2) The proposed project 
would impact one coast live oak. 
Impacts on the coast live oak would be 
significant. 

 

 

 

 

3.2.3-2 (Coast Live Oak) 

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of the Final 
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit and receive approval for a 
Revegetation Plan from the County Director of Planning and Land Use to plant 10 
Coast Live oaks in one of the four revegetation areas located within the open space (as 
illustrated in Attachment 4 of Appendix C of the April 2005 Biological Technical 
Report and as shown on Figure 3.2-8 of the FEIR) for significant impacts on a single 
coast live oak.    In addition, a total of 0.40 acres of coast live oak woodland shall be 
preserved in the proposed on-site open space.    

Less than Significant Impact. 



  SUMMARY 

Mesa Highlands  Summary 
Draft: September 2006  Page S-29 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

(Impact 3.2.3-3) The proposed project 
would result in impacts on coastal sage 
scrub totaling 15.8 acres. This would 
be a significant impact. 

 

 

3.2.3-3 (Coastal Sage Scrub)  

(a) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of 
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall grant to the County 
of San Diego an open space easement on Lot 134 as shown on Sheet 1 of the 
Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, on file with the Department of Planning 
and Land Use.  This easement is for the protection of biological resources and 
prohibits all of the following on any portion of the land subject to said 
easement:  grading; excavation; placement of soil, sand, rock, gravel, or other 
material; clearing of vegetation; construction, erection, or placement of any 
building or structure; vehicular activities; trash dumping; or use for any 
purpose other than as open space.  Granting of this open space authorizes the 
County and its agents to periodically access the land to perform management 
and monitoring activities for the purposes of species and habitat conservation.  
The sole exceptions to this prohibition are (1) Selective clearing of vegetation 
by hand to the extent required by written order of the fire authorities for the 
express purpose of reducing an identified fire hazard.  While clearing for fire 
management is not anticipated with the creation of this easement, such 
clearing may be deemed necessary in the future for the safety of lives and 
property.  All fire clearing shall be pursuant to the Uniform Fire Code and the 
Memorandum of Understanding dated February 26, 1997, between the 
Wildlife Agencies and the fire districts and any subsequent amendments 
thereto; (2) Activities conducted pursuant to a revegetation or habitat 
management plan approved by the Director of Planning and Land Use; and 
(3) Vegetation removal or application of chemicals for vector control 
purposes where expressly required by written order of the Department of 
Environmental Health of the County of San Diego. 

(b) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of 
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit and receive 
approval for a Revegetation Plan from the County Director of Planning and 
Land Use (County) and the Wildlife Agencies.  This measure will restore 1.3 
acres of temporarily impacted Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1.7 acres of 
disturbed and non-native grassland habitat, and 0.3 acre of disturbed Diegan 
coastal sage scrub to Diegan coastal sage scrub in the project’s open space 
conservation area.  The Revegetation Plan for 3.3 acres of Diegan coastal 

Less than Significant Impact. 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

sage scrub shall occur in four areas within the open space (as illustrated in 
Attachment 4 of Appendix C of the April 2005 Biological Technical Report 
and as shown on Figure 3.2-8 of the FEIR) and shall result in gnatcatcher 
nesting quality habitat.  Elements of the Revegetation Plan shall include the 
following to ensure the establishment of the vegetation: objectives, 24”x 36” 
map showing the revegetation areas, site preparation information, type of 
planting materials (e.g. species ratios, source, size material, etc.), planting 
program, 80 percent success criteria, 5-year monitoring plan and detailed cost 
estimate.  The cost estimate shall include planting, plant materials, irrigation, 
maintenance, monitoring, and report preparation.  The report shall be 
prepared by a County approved biologist and a State of California Licensed 
Landscape Architect.  

(c) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of 
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall enter into an 
agreement with the County of San Diego, and provide security with of a letter 
of credit, bond, or cash for 100 percent of the estimated costs associated with 
the implementation of the Revegetation Plan and a 10 percent cash deposit 
not to exceed $30,000.  A cost estimate based on a 3% annual inflation rate 
shall be submitted and approved by the Director of Planning and Land Use 
which includes the cost of the plant stock and its installation, irrigation 
system and installation, cost of monitoring and maintenance of the 
revegetation area for the required five year period, and report preparation and 
staff time to review.  This agreement is intended to guarantee commitment to 
project completion and success.  The monitoring time and the length of time 
the Secured Agreement and cash deposit will be in effect starts at the time the 
installation is accepted by a County staff representative.  The Secured 
Agreement and cash deposit shall be released upon completion of the 
Revegetation Plan implementation provided the installed vegetation is in a 
healthy condition and meets the 80 percent success criteria.  Eighty- percent 
success rate and one hundred percent vegetative cover, excluding herbaceous 
species, shall be considered satisfactory completion of the Revegetation Plan. 

(d) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of 
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall provide for the 
approval of the County Director of Planning and Land Use (County), 
evidence that 18.7 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat has been 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

preserved off-site within the I-15 archipelago of California gnatcatcher 
habitat. The location of the off-site mitigation area shall be approved by the 
County and Wildlife Agencies. The off-site mitigation area shall be occupied 
by the California gnatcatcher, consist of habitat of comparable quality and 
type as the impact area, and be satisfied by one or a combination of the 
following methods to total 18.7 acres: 

1. Purchase of habitat credits of a comparable quality and type to the 
impacted Diegan coastal sage scrub in a County approved mitigation 
bank.   Evidence of purchase shall include (a) a copy of the purchase 
contract referencing the project name and numbers for which the 
habitat credits were purchased; (b) if not stated explicitly in the 
purchase contract, a separate letter must be provided identifying the 
entity responsible for the long-term management and monitoring of 
the preserved land; (c) to ensure the land will be protected in 
perpetuity, evidence must be provided that a dedicated conservation 
easement or similar land constraint has been placed over the 
mitigation land; and (d) an accounting of the status of the mitigation 
bank.  This shall include the total amount of credits available at the 
bank, the amount required by this project and the amount remaining 
after utilization by this project.  

2. Purchase, conservation, and habitat management of other land with 
habitat of a comparable quality and type to the impacted Diegan 
coastal sage scrub habitat at a location approved by the County and 
Wildlife Agencies, including (a) a Resource or Habitat Management 
Plan (RMP) to be submitted and approved by the Director of the 
Department of Planning and Land Use and the Wildlife Agencies; and 
(2) an open space easement over the acquired habitat to be dedicated 
to the County of San Diego. 

 

 

 



 SUMMARY 

Summary  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page S-32  Draft: September 2006 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

(Impact 3.2.3-4) The proposed project 
would result in on-site and off-site 
impacts on 25.8 acres of non-native 
grassland from project implementation 
and 0.8 acre from habitat restoration. 
This impact would be significant. 

3.2.3-4 (Non-Native Grassland) 

(a) Measure 3.2.3-3a requires that the applicant shall grant an open space 
easement for the protection of biological resources. A total of 0.7 acres of 
non-native grassland shall count toward mitigation. 

(b) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of 
the Map, the applicant shall provide for the approval of the Director of 
Planning and Land Use evidence that 12.6 acres of non-native grassland or 
habitat with comparable quality and type to the impacted non-native grassland 
habitat has been preserved off-site.  The off-site mitigation area shall be in a 
location approved by the County and Wildlife Agencies, and shall consist of 
one or a combination of the following methods to total 12.6 acres:  

1. Purchase of habitat credits of a comparable quality and type to the 
impacted non-native grassland in a County approved mitigation 
bank.   Evidence of purchase shall include (a) a copy of the purchase 
contract referencing the project name and numbers for which the 
habitat credits were purchased; (b) if not stated explicitly in the 
purchase contract, a separate letter must be provided identifying the 
entity responsible for the long-term management and monitoring of 
the preserved land; (c) to ensure the land will be protected in 
perpetuity, evidence must be provided that a dedicated conservation 
easement or similar land constraint has been placed over the 
mitigation land; and (d) an accounting of the status of the mitigation 
bank.  This shall include the total amount of credits available at the 
bank, the amount required by this project and the amount remaining 
after utilization by this project.  

2. Purchase, conservation, and habitat management of other land with 
habitat of a comparable quality and type to the impacted non-native 
grassland habitat at a location approved by the County and Wildlife 
Agencies, including (a) a Resource or Habitat Management Plan 
(RMP) to be submitted and approved by the Director of the 
Department of Planning and Land Use and the Wildlife Agencies; 
and (2) an open space easement over the acquired habitat to be 
dedicated to the County of San Diego. 

Less than Significant Impact.   
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

Sensitive Wildlife   

(Impact 3.2.3-5) The proposed project 
will result in direct impacts on the 
coastal California gnatcatcher by 
permanently removing 15.8 acres and 
temporarily removing 1.3 acres of 
occupied Diegan coastal sage scrub and 
disturbed coastal sage scrub habitat.  
The impact would occur from removal 
of the entire known territory of one pair 
and a portion of the territory of a 
second pair of gnatcatchers, while 
preserving the entire known territories 
of three pairs and a portion of the 
territory of another. This impact would 
be significant. 

3.2.3-5  (Coastal California Gnatcatcher) 

(a) Measure 3.2.3-3 requires that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat impacts 
both on-site and with habitat occupied by California gnatcatcher off-site.  
This measure also counts as mitigation for California gnatcatcher.   

(b) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans, “No 
clearing or grubbing of sensitive habitats shall occur from February 15 to 
August 31 of any year unless nesting activity is completed for the year (prior 
to August 31) 

(c) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, the applicant shall  submit 
to the Department of Planning and Land Use a statement from a California 
Registered Engineer, or licensed surveyor that temporary (or permanent) 
fences have been placed in all locations of the project where proposed grading 
or clearing is within 100 feet of an open space easement boundary.  The 
temporary fence location shall be identified in the field by a California 
Registered Engineer or licensed surveyor and positioned between the open 
space easement boundary and any area of proposed disturbance.  Temporary 
fencing shall be removed after the conclusion of such activity.  

(d) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans the applicant shall: (1) 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Land Use and 
Wildlife Agencies that the applicant has executed a work contract with a 
qualified biological consultant to monitor the project clearing, grubbing, 
grading and construction, and (2) post a bond for the amount required for 
monitoring by the Biological Monitor and the Qualified Acoustician. Upon 
acceptance of the final report by the Director of Planning and Land Use, the 
bond shall be released.  The applicant shall also submit the biologists name, 
address and telephone number to the Wildlife Agencies at least 30 days prior 
to initiating project impacts for their concurrence.  The monitor shall perform 
the following duties: (1) prepare a gnatcatcher monitoring program to the 
satisfaction of the Wildlife Agencies; (2) perform “focused surveys” and 
record the number and location of gnatcatchers; (3) direct clearing, grubbing 
and grading to avoid occupied habitat; (4) walk ahead of clearing/grubbing 

Less than Significant Impact.   
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equipment to flush birds towards the preserve areas; (5) coordinate with the 
Wildlife Agencies on bird flushing activities, and inspection of fencing and 
erosion control measures adjacent or up-slope of all restoration and 
preservation areas; (6) be on site during  all vegetation clearing and grubbing, 
and daily during all grading, and weekly during construction to insure that all 
habitat protection measures are in place; (7) inspect fencing and erosion 
control measures adjacent to preserved areas a minimum of once per week 
and daily during rain events and report deficiencies immediately to the DPW 
Construction Inspector; (8) periodically monitor the work area for excessive 
dust generation; (9) train contractors and construction personnel, including 
the purpose for resource protection, a description of the gnatcatcher and its 
habitat, and the conservation measures that should be implemented during 
project construction; (10) halt work when deficiencies require mediation; (11) 
notify DPW Construction Inspector and the Wildlife Agencies if work is 
halted within 24 hours; (12) produce weekly reports and submit to the 
Wildlife Agencies and the County Department of Public Works Construction 
Inspector on a weekly basis; (13) produce a final report and submit to the 
Wildlife Agencies and the Director of Planning and Land Use (final report 
will release bond); (14) confer with the Wildlife Agencies within 24 hours 
any time protected habitat or gnatcatchers are being affected by construction; 
and (15) be responsible for notification and oversee remediation if impacts to 
preserved habitat should occur.  

Focused surveys shall consist of the following: “Perform a minimum of three 
focused surveys, on separate days, to determine the presence of gnatcatchers, 
nest building activities, egg incubation activities, or brood rearing activities in 
or within 500 feet of the project impact limits of any vegetation 
clearing/grubbing or project construction proposed within the gnatcatcher 
breeding season.  The surveys should begin a maximum of seven days prior to 
vegetation clearing/grubbing or project construction and one survey should be 
conducted the day immediately prior to the initiation of work.  The applicant 
shall notify the Wildlife Agencies at least seven days prior to the initiation of 
surveys, and within 24 hours of locating any gnatcatchers.”   

(e) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the 
following, “If the biological monitor determines that an active California 
gnatcatcher nest is within 500 feet of grading or construction, work shall be 
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postponed immediately to contact the Wildlife Agencies for direction on (1) 
impact avoidance/minimization of nesting birds (e.g., sound walls); and (2) a 
nest-monitoring program.  Work may be reinitiated subject to implementation 
of the avoidance/minimization and nest monitoring program.  Nest success or 
failure shall be established by regular and frequent trips to the site, through a 
schedule approved by the Wildlife Agencies.  If the biologist determines that 
bird activity is being disrupted, the applicant shall stop work immediately and 
coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies to review the avoidance/minimization 
program.  Coordination shall occur within 48 hours of the determination.  
Upon agreement as to the necessary revisions to the avoidance/minimization 
program, work may resume subject to the revisions and continued nest 
monitoring.  Nest monitoring should continue until fledglings have dispersed, 
or the nest has been determined to be a failure, as approved by the Wildlife 
Agencies.  

(f) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the 
following, “The biological monitor shall (1) be on-site continuously during 
clearing and grubbing activities; (2) be on-site daily during grading to check 
that all measures are adequately and fully implemented; and (3) be on-site 
weekly during construction to check that all measures are adequately and 
fully implemented.”  

 (g) From February 15 to August 31 of any year, grading activities shall be limited 
by the Noise Mitigation Measures 3.3.3-3 (a through c) to ensure that noise at 
nest sites is less than 60dB(A). 
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(Impact 3.2.3-6) The proposed project 
would result in direct impacts on 
sensitive raptors by permanently 
removing foraging and potential 
nesting habitat. This alternative would 
permanently remove 15.8 acres and 
temporarily remove 1.3 acres of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub and disturbed coastal 
sage scrub on-site used as foraging and 
potential nesting habitat. This impact 
would be significant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.3-6 (Sensitive Raptors; and Migratory birds) 

(a) Measures 3.2.3-3 and 4 require that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat 
impacts both on-site and off-site with habitat preservation.  This measure also 
counts as mitigation for loss of sensitive raptor habitat.   

(b) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading plans, “To avoid potential 
impacts on any nesting raptor species, a County-certified, qualified biologist 
shall perform a survey to be completed not more than one week prior to 
initiation of activities, and based on the survey certify in writing to the 
County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) and the Wildlife 
Agencies that there are no nesting raptors on the project site; If the biologist’s 
survey has located nesting raptors, certify in writing to the County and 
Wildlife Agencies that an area not less than 500 feet radius from the nest(s) 
has been flagged to identify a clearing and grubbing-free zone to avoid 
disturbance of nesting raptors; If the biologist verifies in writing to the 
County and Wildlife Agencies that nesting has occurred but has ceased and 
clearing, grading, and construction can occur until the following February 1 
without impact on nesting raptors.”  

(c) Noise Mitigation Measures 3.3.3-3 (a through c) shall be in effect during 
grading activities. 

(d) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading plans, “To avoid potential 
impacts on any potentially nesting migratory birds, one of the following 
clearing and grubbing limitations shall apply, a County-certified, qualified 

Less than Significant Impact.   
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(Impact 3.2.3-7) The proposed project 
would result in permanent impacts on 
other sensitive wildlife species by 
permanently removing coastal sage 
scrub, disturbed coastal sage scrub, and 
non-native grassland on-site. Species 
potentially impacted include the 
southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow, orange-throated whiptail and 
coastal western whiptail. This impact 
would be significant. 

 

 

 

 

3.2.3-7 (Other Sensitive Wildlife Species) 

Measures 3.2.3-3 and 3.2.3-4 require that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat 
impacts with both on-site and off-site habitat.  This measure also counts as mitigation 
for loss of other sensitive wildlife habitat.   

Less than Significant Impact. 

(Impact 3.2.3-8) The proposed project 
would impact 0.01 acre of U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and 
CDFG jurisdictional areas (non-
wetland waters) as a result of roadway 
improvements. This would be a 
significant impact. 

 

 

 

3.2.3-8 (Jurisdictional Areas – Non-Wetland Waters) 

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans for road improvements on Pala 
Mesa Drive, and prior to approval of the Final Map which ever occurs first, the 
applicant shall either  

(a) Demonstrate that 0.03 mitigation credits have been purchased in a wetland 
creation bank to the satisfaction of the County Director of Planning and Land 
Use (County) and Wildlife Agencies, or  

(b)  Submit and receive approval for a Revegetation Plan from the County and 
Wildlife Agencies for creation of 0.03 acres of wetlands.  Elements of the 
Revegetation Plan shall include the following to ensure the establishment of 
the vegetation: objectives, 24”x 36” map showing the revegetation areas, site 
preparation information, type of planting materials (e.g. species ratios, source, 

Less than Significant Impact.  
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size material, etc.), planting program, 80 percent success criteria, 5-year 
monitoring plan and detailed cost estimate.  The cost estimate shall include 
planting, plant materials, irrigation, maintenance, monitoring, and report 
preparation.  The report shall be prepared by a County approved biologist and 
a State of California Licensed Landscape Architect, and (2) the applicant shall 
enter into a Secured Agreement with the County consisting of a letter of 
credit, bond, or cash for 100 percent of the estimated costs associated with the 
implementation of the Revegetation Plan and a 10 percent cash deposit not to 
exceed $30,000.  A cost estimate based on a 3% annual inflation rate shall be 
submitted and approved by the County which includes the cost of the plant 
stock and its installation, irrigation system and installation, cost of monitoring 
and maintenance of the revegetation area for the required five year period, 
and report preparation and staff time to review.  This agreement is intended to 
guarantee commitment to project completion and success.  The monitoring 
time and the length of time the Secured Agreement and cash deposit will be in 
effect starts at the time the installation is accepted by a County staff 
representative.  The Secured Agreement and cash deposit shall be released 
upon completion of the Revegetation Plan implementation provided the 
installed vegetation is in a healthy condition and meets the 80 percent success 
criteria.  Eighty- percent success rate and one hundred percent vegetative 
cover, excluding herbaceous species, shall be considered satisfactory 
completion of the Revegetation Plan. The location of the revegetation shall be 
subject to approval of the Director of Planning and Land Use and the area 
with a wetland buffer shall be placed in an open space easement for long-term 
protection. 

(c) Provide the County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) with a copy 
of a Clean Water Act, Section 401/404 permit issued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
for all project related disturbances of waters of the U.S. and/or associated 
wetlands or provide evidence satisfactory to the County that such permit is 
not required. 

(d) Provide the County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) with a copy 
of a Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the California Department of 
Fish and Game for all project related disturbances of any streambed or 
provide evidence satisfactory to the County that such an agreement is not 
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required. 

(Impact 3.2.3-9) The proposed project 
would result in edge effects and/or 
indirect impacts on open space 
resulting from the invasion of non-
native plant species, human activities, 
and human and pet intrusion.  These 
impacts would be significant. 

 

3.2.3-9 (Indirect Impacts) 

(a) Project Lighting. As a condition of the Major Use Permit, lighting within 
developed areas adjacent to open space shall be (1) selectively placed, 
shielded, and directed away from open space; and (2) screened by the 
planting of vegetation, and shall prohibit large spotlight-type backyard 
lighting directed into open space. 

(b) Fencing.  (1) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading plans, 
“permanent fencing shall be placed just outside the biological open space lot, 
where the private HOA lots abut the biological open space, refer to Sheet 1 
of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, on file with the Department of 
Planning and Land Use.  The fence shall be 42 inches and constructed of 
chain link or equivalent. Placement of permanent fencing is required prior to 
the conclusion of the grading activity and prior to Record Plan approval.  
The permanent fence location(s) shall be identified in the field by a 
California Registered Engineer or licensed surveyor and positioned just 
outside of the open space easement. The property owner shall submit to the 
County Director, Department of Planning and Land Use (County) a signed, 
stamped statement from a California Registered Engineer, or licensed 
surveyor that the permanent fences or walls have been placed to protect the 
dedicated open space from inadvertent disturbance by grading, brushing or 
clearing.  Photographs and a brief description of design and materials used 
shall be submitted with the statement from the California Registered 
Engineer.”  (2) As a condition of the Major Use Permit, maintain the fencing 
in good working order. 

(c) Signage. (1) Cause to be placed on the grading and/or improvement plans, 
“permanent signs shall be placed on the permanent fence marking the open 
space easement that shown on Sheet 1 of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan 
P04-024, on file with the Department of Planning and Land Use.  Signs shall 
be placed every 100 feet not less than three feet in height from the ground 
surface and state, “Sensitive Environmental Resources, Disturbance Beyond 
this Point is Restricted by Easement, Reference: County of San Diego 

Less than Significant Impact.  
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Department of Planning and Land Use, Environmental Review Number 89-
08-026A. Placement of permanent signs is required prior to the conclusion 
of the grading activity and prior to Record Plan approval. The permanent 
signs shall be identified in the field by a California Registered Engineer or 
licensed surveyor and positioned on the open space fencing.  The property 
owner shall submit to the County Director, Department of Planning and 
Land Use (County) a signed, stamped statement from a California Registered 
Engineer, or licensed surveyor that the permanent signs have been placed as 
required.  Photographs and a brief description of the materials used shall be 
submitted with the statement from the California Registered Engineer.” (2) 
As a condition of the Major Use Permit, maintain the fencing in good 
working order. 

(d) Landscaping.  Prior to obtaining building permits in use and reliance on the 
Major Use Permit, the applicant shall demonstrate that (1) landscaping 
within the development area will avoid the use of plants that require 
intensive irrigation, fertilizers or pesticides, invasive, and non-native plants; 
(2) pepper trees and other species found on the California Invasive Pest Plant 
Council’s list of exotic pest plants shall not be included in any landscaping 
plans for the project; and (3) all manufactured slopes and other open and 
developed areas adjacent to open space shall have a native species plant 
palette.   

(e) Limited Building Zone (LBZ). Prior to approval of the grading and 
improvement plans or approval of the Final Map which ever occurs first, 
grant to the County of San Diego a Limited Building Zone Easement as 
shown on Sheet 1 of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, filed at the 
Department of Planning and Land Use.  The purpose of this easement is to 
limit the need to clear or modify vegetation for fire protection purposes 
within the adjacent biological open space easement and prohibits the 
construction or placement of any structure designed or intended for 
occupancy by humans or animals.   

(f) Habitat Management Plan. Prior to approval of the Final Map or approval of 
rough grading, which ever comes first, submit and have approved, by the 
County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) and the Wildlife 
Agencies, a Resource or Habitat Management Plan (RMP).  The plan shall 
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include (1) Identification of the resource manager to be responsible for 
management and stewardship of the open space; (2) Mapping and 
identification of resources; (3) Timing of transfer, and identification of the 
land conservancy or agency taking fee title, of open space lots; (4) 
Description of all activities proposed for the open space, such as habitat 
restoration, recreational uses, and ongoing stewardship activities (i.e., 
maintaining fencing, preventing unauthorized uses); (5) Description of 
explicit details for any specific resource management or monitoring to be 
conducted (i.e., periodic population counts, species inventories, etc.); (6) 
Identification of the financial mechanism through which the plan would be 
carried out (i.e., a one-time endowment to conservancy, etc.), including an 
analysis of costs and contingencies required for successful resource 
management; (7) Timelines for submittal of regular management and 
monitoring reports to the County and to the Wildlife Agencies; (8) 
Consequences for default on the plan; (9) The RMP shall include a contract, 
or other legal agreement, between the County, the resource manager and 
landowner to provide assurance of future compliance. 

Noise (Section 3.3) 

(Impact 3.3.3-1a) For the proposed 
project, noise resulting from traffic 
could result in exterior noise levels at 
on-site residences to exceed 60 dB 
Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) and would be a significant 
impact.  

 

 

Traffic-Generated Noise  

3.3.3-1a (Exterior Noise) 

As a condition of the Major Use Permit, the project shall be required to reduce exterior 
noise, as follows:  “Construct and maintain noise barriers as shown as shown on the 
Figures 3.3-4, 3.3-5, 3.3-6, 3.3-7, and 3.4-4 of the Final SEIR and as shown on Sheet 2 
of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, filed at the Department of Planning and 
Land Use.  To partially reduce noise levels in backyards in the easternmost tier of 
residences, the construction of two sound attenuation barriers along the eastern 
perimeter of the site (not located on any proposed residential lots) shall be required.   
The minimum height of the barrier relative to the pad of the nearest residence shall be 
12-14 feet, except for the barrier segment next to Lots 11-15, where the required 
minimum height shall be eight feet (refer to Figure 3.3-4). To complete the noise 
reduction to 60 dBA CNEL or less, individual lots shall require additional sound 
attenuation barriers ranging from 6 to 12 feet in height in accordance with conditions 
of the Major Use Permit (Noise Wall Details). The sound attenuation barriers shall be 
constructed on residential Lots 1, 3, 15-23, 25, 26, 33-44, 53-74, 83-92, 103-107 and 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
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121-130, along with the two additional sound attenuation barriers along the eastern 
perimeter of the property, consistent with the Major Use Permit (Noise Wall Details). 
Solid walls would be required between the homes on Lots 1-3 and 121-130.  The 
sound attenuation barriers may be constructed as a wall, berm, or a combination of 
both. The material used in the construction of each barrier is required to have a 
minimum surface density of four pounds per square foot and may consist of earthen 
berm, masonry block, plexiglass, tempered glass, or a combination of these materials. 
The barriers shall be built so that any cracks or openings shall be caulked or filled on 
the façade facing Highway 395 and Interstate 15. By reducing the exterior traffic noise 
in these outdoor use areas, the noise levels would be within the acceptable noise levels 
established by the County of San Diego General Plan Noise Element.” 

(Impact 3.3.3-1b) For the proposed 
project, the future interior noise level 
of residences exposed to an exterior 
CNEL greater than 60 dB as a result of 
traffic noise could also experience an 
associated interior CNEL greater than 
45 dB. This would be a significant 
impact. 

 

 

3.3.3-1b (Interior Noise) 

As a condition of the Major Use Permit and prior to obtaining building permits, the 
applicant shall:  

(a) Complete to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning 
and Land Use an acoustical analysis which adjusts the final building design to 
maintain present and anticipated future noise levels of the interior and exterior 
of the residential dwelling at or below the allowable sound level limit of the 
San Diego County General Plan Noise Element (exterior of 60 dB CNEL and 
interior of 45 dB CNEL). The analysis shall be performed by a County-
certified acoustical engineer. Future traffic noise level estimates for Old 
Highway 395 must utilize a Level of Service C traffic flow for a Collector 
roadway classification, which is the designated General Plan Circulation 
Element buildout roadway classification.  

(b) Incorporate to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning 
and Land Use the mitigation measures from the approved acoustical analysis 
into the project design and building plans.  All building designs with noise-
sensitive interior areas shall have air-conditioning and/or mechanical 
ventilation systems so that the windows can be closed at the occupant’s 
discretion, and sound-rated windows and/or doors at affected homes. 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
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(Impact 3.3.3-2) For the proposed 
project, short-term noise impacts on 
existing residences resulting from on-
site construction are expected to exceed 
the County’s exterior noise criteria of 
75 dB CNEL.  Noise levels in 
exceedance of the County’s noise 
criteria would be a significant impact. 

Construction Noise  

3.3.3-2 (Short-Term Noise Impacts on Existing Residences) 

(a) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the 
following, “When grading occurs within 325 feet of northern and southern 
property boundaries, the applicant shall monitor the net exposure level to 
ensure that exposure does not exceed 75 dB during an 8-hour period, between 
7:00 AM and 6:00 PM in conformance with §36.410 of the San Diego County 
Noise Ordinance.” 

(b) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the 
following, “all staging and delivery areas shall be located toward the middle 
of the project site, away from the northern and southern property boundaries.” 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

(Impact 3.3.3-3) For the proposed 
project, short-term noise impacts on the 
coastal California gnatcatcher and 
raptors resulting from project 
construction may exceed the County’s 
exterior noise criteria of 60 dB CNEL. 
Noise levels in exceedance of the 
County’s noise criteria would be a 
significant impact. 

3.3.3-3 (Short-Term Noise Impacts on Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Raptor 
Breeding Areas) 

(a) Cause to be shown on the grading and improvement plans the location 
of the projected 60 dB(A) Leq construction noise contour as shown on 
Figure 10 of the Original Noise Technical Study by RECON dated 
August 14, 2001 of the Final SEIR on file with the Department of 
Planning and Land Use as Environmental Review Number 89-08-026A.    

(b) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading or improvement plans the 
following: “If clearing, grubbing, and grading activities are proposed 
during the period of February 1 to August 31 of any year, and the 
biological monitor has determined that there are nests within the 
projected 60 dB(A) Leq construction noise contour, a Qualified 
Acoustician shall perform noise measurements within the projected 
contour to assess the ambient noise levels in the absence of construction 
activities.  The intent of these measurements is to establish baseline 
noise levels in the occupied habitat without construction.  If the 
construction noise levels at nest sites during the breeding season are 
anticipated to exceed 60 dB(A) Leq or the ambient condition in the 
absence of construction activities, whichever is higher, noise attenuation 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
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measures including, but not limited to, noise barriers and noise reducing 
features on construction equipment shall be implemented as necessary to 
maintain construction noise at acceptable levels at nest sites.  Periodic 
monitoring during the breeding season of noise levels at nest sites shall 
be performed to verify that construction noise levels are maintained at 
acceptable levels.  The monitoring shall occur with no prior notice.  The 
project’s Biological Monitor shall notify the County Department of 
Public Works Construction Inspector and the Wildlife Agencies if noise 
measurements exceed the standard at any nest.” 

(c) Prior to the approval of grading or improvement plans, the applicant 
shall post a bond for the amount required for monitoring by the 
Biological Monitor and the Qualified Acoustician.  Upon acceptance of 
the final report by the Director of Planning and Land Use, the bond shall 
be released.   

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality (Section 3.4) 

Slopes   

(Impact 3.4.3-1) For the proposed 
project, the manufactured slope in the 
northeastern portion of the site 
undulates to follow the existing hillside 
topography and is a 2:1 fill slope with a 
maximum of 40 feet in height. As the 
slope runs along the Old Highway 395 
frontage and exceeds 30 feet in height, 
with no intervening structures to 
obscure the view, the manufactured 
slope is a potential significant visual 
impact. 

3.4.3-1 (Long Term Aesthetic Impacts) 

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans and prior to approval of the Final 
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall show on the grading and improvement 
plans that all manufactured slopes shall be at a gradient of 2:1 or less, except that cut 
slopes up to 1.5:1 may be allowed upon certification of soil stability by a soils 
engineer.   

Less Than Significant Impact.  
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(Impact 3.4.3-2) For the proposed 
project, the slope in the northwestern 
portion of the site is a 1.5:1 cut slope 
occurring along the back of Lots 96-
103. Slopes in this area would vary 
from 30 to 44 feet in height. This slope 
faces southeast and transitions up the 
hillside from the northwestern edge of 
development to the adjacent natural 
hillside and open space. Portions of the 
slope would be visible from Old 
Highway 395 and the northbound lanes 
of I-15, because the slope faces 
southeast. This impact would be 
potentially significant in areas where 
the slope exceeds 30 feet in height. 

3.4.3-2 (Long Term Aesthetic Impacts) 

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of the Final 
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Planning and Land Use a landscape plan showing vegetative cover on 
manufactured slopes to reduce the visibility of the slopes from off the property. The 
planting shall be consistent with the Fallbrook Design Guidelines and the County’s 
Landscape Water Conservation Design Manual. Additionally, the landscape plan shall 
include a sound wall design and vegetative screening that is in substantial 
conformance with the wall details shown in Figures 3.4-5 and 3.4-6 of the Final EIR.    

Less Than Significant Impact.   

(Impact 3.4.3-3) For the proposed 
project, several slopes would exceed 30 
feet in height along the rear of Lots 
121-123 and Lot 132 and would be a 
potentially significant visual impact. 

 

3.4.3-3 (Long Term Aesthetic Impacts) 

As a Condition of Approval of the Major Use Permit and prior to occupancy, the 
developer shall install landscape screening with plant material of varying form, height, 
and densities to soften and vary graded slope planes (consistent with a prepared 
Landscape Plan) to minimize the visual impact of graded slopes from view of any 
public road. The landscape plan shall be approved by the Director of Planning and 
Land Use prior to issuance of any permit. 

Less than Significant Impact. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT  

Traffic and Circulation (Section 3.1) 

(Impacts 3.1.3-1 through 8) The 
proposed project would have the 
potential to contribute to cumulatively 
considerable traffic impacts. 

Prior to the issuance of any building permits or commencement of building 
construction in use in reliance of the Tentative Map, the applicant shall:  

Participate in the County Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Ordinance to reduce the 
project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts to less than cumulatively 
considerable. The TIF Ordinance provides a mechanism for the proposed project to 
mitigate its anticipated cumulative transportation and circulation impacts by payment 
of the designated impact fee. The TIF Ordinance sets the proposed fee for single-
family residential development in the Fallbrook Community Plan area at $10,709 per 
unit. At this amount, the TIF fee for the proposed project would be $1,392,170 (i.e., 
$10,709/unit x 130 units = $1,392,170). Payment of this fee would be in addition to 
the roadway improvements required to mitigate for direct impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

If the option to participate in the TIF 
Ordinance is not available at the time 
the project applicant is ready to 
complete the project mitigation 
measures, the following mitigation 
measures would be required to reduce 
potential cumulative traffic impacts to 
less than significant:   

  

(Impacts 3.1.3-1 through 3) 
Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/Old 
Highway 395 (LOS F, both peak hours) 

3.1.4-1 through 3 (Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/Old Highway 395)   

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1.4 mitigates Impacts 3.1.4-1 through 3 to 
less than significant. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 

(Impact 3.1.3-4)  Intersection of Pala 
Mesa Drive/Old Highway 395 (LOS E, 
AM peak hour) 

3.1.4-4  (Intersection of Pala Mesa Drive/Old Highway 395) 

Prior to approval of the Final Map, the applicant shall contribute on a fair-share basis 
to the County’s Traffic Signal Fee program pursuant to Board of Supervisors Policy J-
25 for installation of a traffic signal control at Old Highway 395/Pala Mesa Drive. The 
fair-share amount shall be determined by the Director of the Department of Public 
Works.   

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 

(Impact 3.1.3-7)  Segments of Pala 
Road [SR-76] 

Gird Road to Sage Road (LOS F) 

Sage Road to Old Highway 
395(LOS F) 

Old Highway 395 to I-15 
southbound (LOS F) 

I-15 northbound to Pankey Road 
(LOS F) 

3.1.4-7 (Segments of Pala Road [SR-76]) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1.4 mitigates Impact 3.1.4-7 to less than 
significant. 

 

 

 

 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

(Impact 3.1.3-8)  Segments on Old 
Highway 395 

Pala Road (SR-76) to project 
access driveway (LOS F) 

Project access driveway to Pala 
Mesa Drive (LOS F) 

3.1.4-8  (Segments on Old Highway 395) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1.4 mitigates impact 3.1.4-8 to less than 
significant.   

 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 

If participation in the County’s TIF 
Ordinance is not available as a 
mitigation option, mitigation for 
potential cumulative impacts will have 
to be re-evaluated at two locations; SR 
76/Interstate 15 northbound ramps and 
SR 76/Interstate 15 southbound ramps. 
Mitigation could be accomplished by 
the following measures if the funding 
mechanisms are in place, or by other 
measures at the discretion of the 
Director of the Department of Public 
Works: 

  

(Impact 3.1.3-5) The proposed project 
would have the potential to contribute 
to cumulatively considerable traffic 
impacts on the following intersection:  

Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/I-15 
Southbound (LOS F, PM peak hour) 

3.1.4-5 (Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/I-15 Southbound) 

Prior to obtaining building permits, comply with the Transportation Impact Fee 
Ordinance or demonstrate the project’s contribution to improvements on SR-76 from 
Old Highway 395 to I-15 to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

(Impact 3.1.3-6) The proposed project 
would have the potential to contribute 
to cumulatively considerable traffic 
impacts on the following intersection:  

Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/I-15 
Northbound (LOS F, PM peak hour) 

3.1.4-6 (Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/I-15 Northbound) 

Prior to obtaining building permits, comply with the Transportation Impact Fee 
Ordinance or demonstrate the project’s contribution to improvements at the 
intersection of Pala Road and I/15 Northbound to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Public Works. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 

Biology (Section 3.2) 

(Impact 3.2.3-10) The proposed 
project would result in impacts on 
coastal sage scrub.  Approximately 
198.5 acres of coastal sage scrub 
habitat would be impacted by other 
projects in the cumulative study area.  
The proposed project would impact an 
additional 17.1 acres (7.9 percent), a 
decrease in cumulative impacts on 
Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat by 
5.7 acres (2.7 percent) from those of 
the proposed project of the Diegan 
coastal sage scrub impacts.  
Cumulative impacts on coastal sage 
scrub are considered significant.   

3.2.4-12 (Coastal Sage Scrub and California Gnatcatcher)  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2.3-3 is required to reduce cumulative project 
impacts to less than significant.   

 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 

(Impact 3.2.3-11) The proposed 
project would result in impacts on non-
native grassland, which serves a similar 
function as raptor habitat and foraging 
area throughout the cumulative study 
area. The proposed project would 
impact 26.6 acres of non-native 
grassland, and approximately 115.83 
acres would be impacted by other 
projects within the cumulative study 

3.2.4-13 (Non-native Grassland)  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2.3-4 is required to reduce cumulative project 
impacts to less than significant.   

 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 
CONCLUSION WITH 

MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED 

area. The proposed project would 
constitute approximately 23 percent of 
the cumulative impacts, which is 
approximately the same as the 
proposed project. This proposed 
project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts on non-native grassland would 
be significant. 

(Impact 3.2.3-12) The proposed 
project would impact coastal sage 
scrub and non-native grassland habitat, 
which would result in the loss of the 
foraging and (potentially) nesting 
habitat of the white tailed kite, northern 
harrier, Cooper’s hawk, and other 
common and sensitive raptors, as well 
as the orange-throated whip-tail and the 
coastal western whiptail. The proposed 
project would impact 17.1 acres of 
coastal sage scrub habitat and 26.6 
acres of non-native grassland habitat. 
Other projects in the cumulative study 
area would impact 198.5 acres and 
115.8 acres of coastal sage scrub and 
non-native grassland, respectively. This 
alternative’s contribution to the 
cumulative loss of habitat as foraging 
and potentially nesting habitat for 
raptors and migratory birds would be 
significant. 

3.2.4-14  (Foraging and Nesting Raptors, Migratory Birds, and Other Sensitive 
Wildlife Species) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.2.3-3, 3.2.3-4, 3.2.3-6, and 3.2.3-7 are 
required to reduce cumulative project impacts to less than significant.   

Less Than Significant Impact 
(Project Contribution) 
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Table S-2  
Recreational Amenities Comparison within PDP Area 

Residential 
Neighborhood # of Units Total 

Acreage 
Density  

(in dwelling units per acre) Amenities 

Pala Mesa 
Greens 

28 condominium 
units 

5 acres 5.4 DU/AC Gated swimming pool with patio seating 
Restroom facilities with shower facilities 

Pala Mesa 
Oaks  

25 condominium 
units  

11 acres 2.3 DU/AC Gated swimming pool with patio area 
Restroom facilities 
 

Pala Mesa 
Country Club 
Villas –  
Unit No. 2 

136 condominium 
units 

80 acres 1.7 DU/AC 18-hole championship golf course 
Four tennis courts 
Fitness center and weight room with restroom/shower facilities  
Two gated swimming pools with spa/outdoor seating/BBQ facilities  
Restroom facilities 
Three-mile scenic walking trail 

Pala Mesa 
Country Club 
Villas –  
Unit No. 1 

133 condominium 
units 

46 acres 2.9 DU/AC  Driving range / Golf pro shop  
Conference center 
Up-scale restaurant/bar 
Delicatessen with outdoor seating 
Outdoor patio with seating for viewing purposes 
Outdoor seating areas for formal and/or planned events  
Two gated swimming pools with spa/outdoor seating/BBQ facilities 
Children’s play equipment  
Restroom facilities  

Pala Mesa 
Fairway Villas  

134 attached units  38 acres 3.5 DU/AC  Gated swimming pool with outdoor seating 
Spa with patio seating  
Restroom facilities (2) 
BBQ facilities (2)  

(Proposed) Pala 
Mesa 
Highlands  

130 single-family 
detached units  

84.6 acres 1.8 DU/AC Pool/outdoor patio with restroom facilities  
Basketball half-court 
Outdoor seating 
Play areas  
Trail along west boundary 
Trail along Old Highway 395 
Pocket parks  
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

5.1 Rationale for Alternative Selection 

CEQA requires the consideration of alternative development scenarios and the analysis of 
impacts associated with the alternatives. Comparing these alternatives to the Proposed 
Project, the advantages of each alternative can be analyzed and evaluated. Section 15126.6 of 
the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR, “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” 

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states in part: 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider 
a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are 
infeasible (15126.6(a)). 

The range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Project shall include those that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe 
the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any 
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during 
the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 
determination. 

Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in 
an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) 
inability to avoid significant environmental impacts  (15126.6(c)). 

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact 
(15126.6(e)(1)). 

If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives  
(15126.6(e)(2)). 

Alternatives Considered But Rejected from Further Analysis 

Alternate Location within the Pala Mesa Private Development Area 

This alternative was considered for its potential to reduce potentially significant biological 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project. Existing developments within the Private 
Development Plan (PDP) area were reviewed for possible opportunities for redevelopment or 
expansion that would minimize encroachment into sensitive habitats.  The 416-acre PDP area 
was reviewed for potential sites that would be suitable for a development comparable to the 
Proposed Project. The PDP has identified various properties in the PDP with land use 
designations to reflect the existing or planned development for the area.  The areas are 
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labeled a-x.   The other area within the PDP that has similar acreage to the Proposed Project 
(areas c, d, and e) is the golf course (area x) with 114 acres.  Although this area is mostly 
disturbed from past use as a golf course, the area would not be suitable for development 
because the property is long and narrow and would not be conducive to developing 
approximately 130 single-family residential lots.  Additionally, the golf course is the main 
recreational element of the PDP.  Converting the golf course to a residential use would 
eliminate the recreational component from the PDP.  There are no other locations within the 
PDP in which a golf course or similar type of recreational amenity could be located. 

Bundling some of the residential areas was considered to create a large residential area, 
however, most of the other residential areas (e.g., j, k, and q) in the plan have zoning 
densities that range from 1 dwelling unit per 3 and 4 acres.  Additionally, these areas are 
constrained by steep slope areas that would result in greater impacts on landform alteration 
and visual quality.  Other residential areas such as f, h, and i have higher planned densities 
but have a smaller area totaling approximately 28 acres. The Proposed Project with its 
proposed recreational amenities has a footprint of approximately 48 acres.  Additionally, 
most if not all of these areas are already developed with existing houses. Traffic impacts 
would likely be the same because the traffic patterns from other areas within the PDP would 
be similar as those from the project site.  For these reasons, other areas within the existing 
PDP were not considered  

Alternative Location in Fallbrook Outside of the Pala Mesa Private Development Area 

This alternative was considered due to its potential to reduce significant biological impacts 
and traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project.  Single-family residential housing 
can be located in other areas of Fallbrook.  

In the process of looking for property in the Fallbrook area to purchase for development, the 
applicant considered the following property characteristics to determine if the property would 
have development potential:  

Property with an area large enough for a reasonable size development, one capable 
of generating economies of scale and economic efficiencies desired by the 
homebuilding industry;   

Property with development potential such that the development can support 
common area amenities within the project (e.g., open space areas, pools, other 
recreational equipment); 

Property with existing infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, and roads) located nearby 
such that large costs associated with extending the infrastructure onsite is 
minimized; 

Property that has minimum amount of steep slopes and environmental constraints 
to avoid and minimize environmental impacts; 

A review of the properties available in the Fallbrook area at the time the project was 
purchased determined that the Proposed Project site met most of the criteria that the project 
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applicant was looking for in a future development site and was available at the time the 
project was purchased. However, this alternative was rejected for the following reasons: 

 An alternative location outside of the Pala Mesa PDP would not implement the 
existing PDP. The project site is this location has a planned land use density that 
permits the type of development proposed by the project.  Development within the 
PDP allows the applicant to provide an updated housing product within the PDP area.   

 In addition to the planned densities proposed in the PDP, the project site is located in 
proximity to two major transportation corridors that can support the proposed 
development and the existing development in the surrounding area.  As such, the 
project site has an existing roadway infrastructure in place and does not require 
substantial development of roadways or substantial roadway improvements to support 
an additional 130 single-family units.  As such, an alternative site wouldn’t 
necessarily make use of existing roadway infrastructure.   

 An alternative location wouldn’t necessarily make use of existing public utility 
infrastructure.  The proposed site can connect to existing utilities currently serving the 
surrounding developments.  Existing utilities can be accessed by the existing Old 
Highway 395. 

 The project applicant does not own other property outside of the Pala Mesa PDP in 
the Fallbrook area where a similar type of development would be feasible.  An 
alternative location outside of Fallbrook would not meet the project objective 
providing an alternative housing product that would meet the needs of a changing 
community profile in the community.  

For these reasons an alternative site outside the Pala Mesa PDP were reject from further 
analysis. 

5.2 Analysis of the No Project Alternative 

The analysis of the No Project alternative is required under CEQA Guidelines. As set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), the No Project analysis shall discuss the existing 
conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published and “what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” Section 
15126.6(e)((3)(B) adds that, for a development project on identifiable property, the No 
Project alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed, and “the 
discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing 
state against environmental effects that would occur if the project is approved.” 

The No Project Alternative would develop the project site as allowed under the current land 
use and zoning designations without special permitting. The No Project Alternative could 
result in residential development of the two legal lots established by the underlying parcel 
map, and would allow agricultural uses by lot owners, if they elect to do so. No additional 
development such as offsite road improvements or frontage improvements to Pala Mesa 
Drive or Old Highway 395 would be proposed.  None of the sensitive habitat onsite would be 



ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-4  Draft: September 2006 

conserved within protective biological open space easements and the purchase of offsite 
habitat as mitigation for impacts on biological resources would not be required. A 
comparison of the proposed alternatives is presented in Table 5.2-1.  

5.2.1 No Project Alternative Description and Setting  

The No Project Alternative would maintain the project site in its existing condition as 
agriculturally disturbed vacant land and steeply sloping hillsides with native vegetation. Fire 
protection would need to be continued along the margins of the natural vegetation. Potential 
uses on the site include a return to limited agricultural production based on existing land use 
designations. However, the costs of production and market conditions have not made 
agricultural uses feasible at this site for a long period of time.   Therefore, a return of 
agricultural use is not considered likely. There are two existing legal lots on the property, 
which would be developed with single-family residences without the requirement of a 
discretionary permit. Pursuant to Section 87.502 of the County’s Grading and Clearing 
Ordinance, a property owner is permitted to clear up to five acres per legal lot without a 
permit.  Any clearing above that amount would require a discretionary clearing permit at 
which time current land use controls would be applied to the proposed action. Any grading 
that exceeds 2,500 cubic yards would require a discretionary grading permit from the County 
of San Diego at which time current land use controls would be applied to the proposed 
action. 

5.2.2 Comparison of the Effects of the No Project Alternative to the Proposed Project 

Traffic and Circulation 

The No Project Alternative would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts as compared to 
the Proposed Project.  The number of new residential lots permitted would be two instead of 
130, thereby resulting in less total residential traffic generated by the project (24 ADT 
instead of 1,560) using the County standard of 12 ADT per household. Impacts on SR-76 
west of Old Highway 395 would be reduced with this alternative because fewer cars would 
be traveling on the surrounding roadway network. Under this alternative, fewer than 100 
ADT would be generated from the project site on any roadway segments currently operating 
at LOS F, and fewer than 5 peak hour trips would occur within a critical movement at an 
intersection operating at LOS F.  Therefore potential traffic impacts would be avoided.  

Biological Resources 

With the No Project Alternative, impacts on biological resources would likely be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project. Although the number of proposed structures on the site 
would be less, the size of the lots would be larger, such that the overall use of the property 
would be the same. Residential and agricultural uses allowed by right on the project site 
would not be required to provide the same measures to protect sensitive resources as the 
Proposed Project. Assuming a worst-case scenario that a total of five acres of coastal sage 
scrub was cleared per legal lot, a total of 10 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat would be lost 
under this alternative.  A 10-acre loss would be less than the 15 acres identified for the 
Proposed Project. Additionally, there would be no protection of the wetland areas onsite.  
Wetland impacts (622 square feet) from the Proposed Project are a result of the required 
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frontage improvements of Pala Mesa Drive.  Under the No Project Alternative these 
improvements would not be required.  However, there would be no restrictions on other 
wetland habitats.  Assuming a worst-case scenario, approximately 0.1 acre of southern 
willow scrub habitat would be impacted under this alternative.  This is would result in a 
greater impact than the Proposed Project.     As a result, the biological impacts may be 
greater than those of the Proposed Project because of legal clearing that is permitted onsite 
without the application of land use controls that would otherwise protect sensitive habitats.  
There would be no requirements for mitigation for clearing allowed without a permit.  
Because of the potential for habitat loss due to legal clearing activities potential biological 
impacts are considered to be greater than the Proposed Project.  

Noise 

With this alternative, the noise impact would be less, as construction noises associated with 
grading and constructing 130 single-family homes would be eliminated. The construction of 
two single-family homes would require less time for grading and construction of the homes.  
The No Project Alternative would reduce potential noise impacts on California Gnatcatchers 
because less grading would be required and smaller numbers of heavy construction 
equipment would be needed.  Under the No Project Alternative, fewer people would be 
residing onsite and as such, fewer people would be exposed to offsite traffic noise from 
Interstate 15.    

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality 

With this alternative, substantial alterations to the existing landform would not be expected.  
Some grading may occur as a result of future agricultural operations or single-family 
development. However, no protective easement would be placed over the steep slope lands to 
restrict development or agricultural operations in those areas.  

Land Use and Planning 

Although there are no significant land use impacts with the Proposed Project, land use 
impacts of this alternative would be less compared to those of the Proposed Project, as no 
Specific Plan Amendment or rezone would be required. The No Project Alternative would be 
consistent with applicable land use plans and zoning, as development of the site would occur 
under the current land use and zoning designations. No significant land use or planning 
impacts would result with the No Project Alternative. 

Geologic Resources 

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The No 
Project Alternative would not result in significant impacts on geologic resources.  The 
amount of impervious surface on the site would be less with the No Project Alternative as 
compared to the project because it would have fewer residential units and less overall grading 
and site disturbance would be required. As such, potential impacts geological resources under 
this alternative would be incrementally less than the Proposed Project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact 
on hydrology and water quality. The amount of impervious surface on the site would be less 
with the No Project Alternative as compared to the project because it would have fewer 
residential units and less paved area for streets. Impacts on hydrology and water quality 
would be less with this alternative to those of the Proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on 
air quality. However, the No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips, thereby 
resulting in incrementally less air quality impact. In addition, by having fewer the number of 
homes on the site, there would be less grading with heavy equipment. Therefore, air quality 
impacts associated with construction would be incrementally reduced. 

5.2.3 Rationale for Preference of the Proposed Project over the No Project Alternative  

The project site is within the Current Urban Development Area of the Fallbrook Community 
Plan and is designated as a Specific Plan Area with an approved Private Development Plan. 
By avoiding development, the No Project Alternative fails to advance the goals and 
objectives of these plans, and aside from maintaining the site’s natural habitat and natural 
appearance of the ridgeline and steep slopes, the No Project Alternative does not achieve the 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project either.  The No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative.   

5.3 Analysis of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative  
The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative was created to provide an alternative 
project design that reflects a housing product that was generally described in the original 
Private Development Plan for the project site and the Pala Mesa area. The Reduced 
Footprint/Attached Housing Development was also designed to decrease potential impacts on 
biological resources and to reduce encroachment into a mapped gnatcatcher territory.    

5.3.1 Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative Description and Setting 

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential 
development on approximately 41.6 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Reduced 
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would reduce the project development area by 
approximately 6.5 acres over the Proposed Project.  A conceptual site plan of the Reduced 
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative is shown in Figure 5.3-1. The alternative involves 
subdividing the property to develop multi-family or attached dwelling units, as opposed to 
single-family units as would occur with the Proposed Project.   

This alternative proposes to subdivide the property to accommodate 192 two-story, multi-
family attached condominiums, common areas and a recreational area. The units would be 
combined in eight-plex units or four-plex units.  Conceptual building elevations are shown in 
Figure 5.3-2. Each building would be two stories with an equal number of units on the first 
and second floors for a total of four or eight units depending on the size of the building. 
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There would be 18 eight-plex buildings and 12 four-plex buildings.  Parking for the 
residential units and the recreation area would be provided as off street surface parking in 
front of the buildings. The parking spaces required for this design would be 382 spaces. 
Residential parking would account for 320 parking spaces, guest spaces would account for 38 
parking spaces, and the recreational area would account for 24 parking spaces. This would 
result in a smaller building footprint than the Proposed Project. The recreation center would 
have similar amenities as the recreation center for the Proposed Project and would be located 
on approximately 1.5 acres. Proposed amenities would include a swimming pool, and a hard 
court play area, and a passive park area.  The proposed recreational amenities and conceptual 
landscape plan are shown in Figure 5.3-3. 

The main access into and out of the project would be from Pala Mesa Drive. Secondary 
access would be through Via Altamira on the south side of the project site.  The proposed 
roads within the property would be private.   The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing 
Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala Mesa Drive 
and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and landscaped berm would be located on the 
eastern portion of the property.  However, this wall would not have a break, as would the 
Proposed Project, instead it would extend the entire length of the eastern portion of the 
property.   

This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the detention basins along the 
eastern property boundary. One extended detention basin and underground storage facility 
would be located within the project site to control surface water runoff to prevent increased 
volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events. 

The “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (which requires the preparation of a Planned 
Residential Development) would be retained and implemented through a MUP. A Major Use 
Permit (MUP04-024) has been added to the project applications for this alternative to: 

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (the Pala Mesa PDP’s 
requirement for a Planned Residential Development); 

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for 
Design Review (Interstate 15 [I-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines); 

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator; 

4. Allow for commonly maintained areas; and, 

5. Provide architectural and site design details.  

This alternative would require a major use permit and a tentative map. Unlike the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would not require a specific plan amendment.  Also like the Proposed 
Project, the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative includes a boundary adjustment 
with the fire station property.  
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5.3.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing 
Alternative to the Proposed Project 

Traffic and Circulation 

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would have fewer traffic and 
circulation impacts as compared to the Proposed Project.  The number of new residential 
units permitted would be 192 instead of 130, thereby resulting in slightly less residential 
traffic generated by the project (1,536 Average Daily Trips (ADT) instead of 1,560 ADT) 
using the standard SANDAG trip generation rate of 8 ADT per household for attached 
housing products. Impacts on SR-76 west of Old Highway 395 would be similar with this 
alternative because approximately the same number of cars would be traveling on the 
surrounding roadway network. Under this alternative, 24 ADT fewer would be generated by 
the proposed development. Therefore, potential traffic impacts to roadway segments 
operating at LOS F would remain significant with this alternative as compared to the 
Proposed Project.  Because this project would access off of Pala Mesa Drive, the intersection 
of Pala Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 would receive increased traffic volumes. Road 
improvements including the addition of left turn lanes at the intersection would be required.  
Because the number of ADT generated by this alternative is close to the Proposed Project, 
potential traffic impacts are considered similar. 

Biological Resources 

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would increase the number of units by 
110 over the Proposed Project.  However, the development footprint would be reduced from 
48.1 acres to 41.6 acres, a reduction of 6.5 acres. The proposed attached housing design 
would result in two-story attached units, allowing additional units to occur vertically, rather 
than increase the amount of land occupied by development. Table 5.3-1 provides a 
comparison in habitat impacts between this alternative and the Proposed Project. The most 
substantial reduction in habitat impact would be the reduction of the undisturbed coastal sage 
scrub. Potential impacts to this habitat are reduced from 15.7 acres to 2.42 acres, a reduction 
of 13.22 acres or 85%. Figure 5.3-4 illustrates the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing 
Alternative design with the amount of impacts limits of impact shown.    

Noise 

Potential noise impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project. The elevations of the 
proposed housing units would be similar to those under the Proposed Project. The attached 
housing units and the single family housing units would both be two story in height. The 
floor elevation of the buildings would be similar as well, and both alternatives would be 
located a similar distance from Interstate 15. Both project designs include a combination 
landscaped berm and sound wall along the eastern property boundary to shield the property 
from offsite traffic noise. The design shown in the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing 
Alternative would probably result in a slightly better outdoor noise environment because the 
sound wall would be one long continuous structure along the property.  The Proposed Project 
design has a break in the sound wall where Mohegan Land is proposed to provide access onto 
Old Highway 395. The sound wall in the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative 
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may provide better noise reduction, but overall, there would not be a substantial difference 
sound levels onsite.   

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality   

 Landform and Alteration impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project under the 
Attached housing design. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would 
involve about the same amount of grading with manufactured slopes of similar heights as the 
Proposed Project.  The landscaping would be similar as well.  The finished floor elevations 
of the proposed buildings would be approximately the same as would the overall height of 
the structures. Therefore potential impacts from Landform alternation and grading would be 
similar.   

Land Use and Planning  

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would be consistent with applicable 
land use plans and zoning, as development of the site would occur under the current land use 
designations. No Specific Plan Amendment would be required. However, the proposed 
building styles on this alternative are substantially different than those of the surrounding 
neighborhoods.  This alternative proposed buildings that are much larger in bulk and scale 
due to the sizes of the buildings.  The buildings eight-plex buildings are approximately 200 
feet long by 60 feet wide and the four-plex buildings are approximately 100 feet long and 60 
feet wide.  All of the buildings are two stories.  These dimensions are substantially larger 
than the other developments in the area, particularly the Pala Mesa Villages neighborhood to 
the south and the Pala Mesa Fairways development on the north side of Pala Mesa Drive.  
The Pala Mesa Villages development consists of mostly one-story single-family homes.  The 
Pala Mesa Fairways development to the north is mostly one-story duplex style homes.  
Existing development west of the project site consists mostly of single-family homes on 
estate-sized lots.  The much larger multi-family buildings would be a substantial contrast to 
the character of the existing development. In this regard, the potential impacts to the existing 
community character would be greater under this alternative than the Proposed Project, 
which provides a row of single family homes along the southern property boundary to 
provide a physical and visual transition from the smaller single family homes adjacent to the 
project boundary on the south with the larger proposed development on the Proposed Project 
site.  For this reason, potential land use impacts would be greater than the Proposed Project.  

Geologic Resources 

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The 
Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would not result in significant impacts on 
geologic resources.  The amount of impervious surface on the site would be less with the 
Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative as compared to the project because it 
would have fewer residential units and less overall grading and site disturbance would be 
required. As such, potential impacts geological resources under this alternative would be 
similar to the Proposed Project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact 
on hydrology and water quality. This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the 
detention basins along the eastern property boundary, with one extended detention basin and 
underground storage facility located on-site to control surface water runoff and to prevent 
increased volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events. 

The amount of impervious surface on the subject site would be similar with the Reduced 
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative as compared to the project. Although this alternative 
would decrease the overall development footprint and associated paved streets to provide 
access to the units, paved surface parking areas would be constructed to satisfy parking 
demands of the residents and guests. Parking for the residential units and the recreation area 
would be provided as off- street surface parking in front of the buildings. However, BMPs 
would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to water quality resulting from 
development of this alternative. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant with this alternative. Therefore, impacts with this alternative would be similar to 
those of the Proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to 
air quality. Because the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would generate 
approximately the same ADT as the Proposed Project, the potential for air quality emissions 
impacts is similar to the Proposed Project.  Although the development footprint is smaller, 
the additional number of units would require approximately the same amount of the 
construction activities. Potential air quality impacts under this alternative are considered 
similar to the Proposed Project. 

5.3.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Reduced 
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative 

This Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would reduce potential significant 
impacts to biological resources due to the reduced project footprint. This alternative would 
also be consistent with the existing Specific Plan and a specific plan amendment would not 
be required.  This alternative would be similar in impacts on traffic and air quality, with 
slightly reduced construction generated traffic and air impacts.  

This alternative does not meet the project objectives of developing a single-family residential 
development that meets the demands of the current housing market, or of developing an 
alternative housing product within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of 
a changing community profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood of the Fallbrook area.    This 
alternative reduces the development footprint and consequently the impacts to sensitive 
natural habitats; however the Proposed Project does not result in significant impacts to 
biological resources.  This alternative fails to meet the project objective to implement the 
PDP in a manner that is compatible with the existing development to the north, south, and 
east. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative proposes a building type that is 
substantially different than the other development types in the area. This alternative is 
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therefore rejected in favor of the Proposed Project because it fails to meet the project 
objectives relating to the type of development proposed for the site and would be 
incompatible with the existing single-family neighborhood to the south.  The Reduced 
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative is the next environmentally superior alternative after 
the No Project Alternative.  

5.4 Analysis of the Modified Home Size Alternative 

The Modified Home Size Alternative was created to provide an alternative project design 
that reflects a reduced housing size product that was described in the original Private 
Development Plan for the project site and the Pala Mesa area. The Modified Home Size 
Development was also designed to increase recreational space and amenities for the 
community.  The impacts to biological resources, air quality and noise would be similar to 
the Proposed Project and the traffic impacts would be less than the Proposed Project.    

5.4.1 Modified Home Size Alternative Description and Setting 

The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes single-family residential development on 
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Modified Home Size Alternative footprint 
is the same as the Proposed Project.  A conceptual site plan of the Modified Home Size 
Alternative development is shown in Figure 5.4-1. The alternative involves subdividing the 
property to develop single-family dwelling units consistent with the single-family units as 
would occur with the Proposed Project.   

The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes to reduce the number of housing units by six 
to 124 units and reduces the square footage of the larger homes.  The largest floor plan, Plan 
Four, a two story 3,810 square foot design, was removed from the proposed mix of homes.  
Additionally, the number of one-story homes was increased from 40 homes to 55 homes 
(30% to 44%). This alternative was proposed to reduce the average homes size and to 
provide more single story homes to transition for the Pala Mesa Village Development to the 
south.  With the reduction of six dwelling units, the amount of recreational park space is 
increased 1.6 acres from 2.3 acres to 3.9 acres.  The increased open space allows for 
increased recreational amenities such as a clubhouse by the pool and a putting green. This 
alternative addresses comments by the public regarding the proposed homes sizes being too 
large for the surrounding community and comments on the project not having enough 
recreational amenities.  This alternative incrementally reduces the number of traffic trips by 
72 ADT per day, however; traffic impacts are still considered significant and the same traffic 
mitigation is required as the Proposed Project.  The development footprint of this alternative 
is the same as the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would require 
an amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a majority of the 
homes having two bedrooms and to allow single-family residences. Like the Proposed 
Project, a rezone would be required to change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the 
Specific Plan (21) General Plan designation. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the main access into and out of the project would be from 
Mohegan Lane. Secondary access would be through Via De Todos Santos on the south side 
of the project site.  The proposed roads within the property would be private.   The Modified 
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Home Size Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala 
Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and landscaped berm would be located on the 
eastern portion of the property. The wall would extend the entire length of the eastern portion 
of the property and have a break for an access route into the project, as would the Proposed 
Project.   

This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the detention basins along the 
eastern property boundary. One extended detention basin and underground storage facility 
would be located within the project site to control surface water runoff to prevent increased 
volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events. 

Like the Proposed Project, the “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (which requires the 
preparation of a Planned Residential Development) would be retained and implemented 
through a MUP. A Major Use Permit (MUP04-024) has been added to the project 
applications for this alternative to: 

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (the Pala Mesa PDP’s 
requirement for a Planned Residential Development); 

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for 
Design Review (Interstate 15 [I-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines); 

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator; 

4. Allow for commonly maintained areas; and, 

5. Provide architectural and site design details.  

This alternative would require approval of a Major Use Permit and a Tentative Map.  A 
Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) would be required to eliminate the restrictions for mostly 
two bedroom homes and attached housing.  This alternative would reclassify the existing 
zoning designations to S-88 to make the property’s zoning consistent with current County of 
San Diego zoning practices.  Also like the Proposed Project, the Modified Home Size 
Alternative includes a boundary adjustment with the fire station property.  

5.4.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Modified Home Size Alternative to the 
Proposed Project 

Traffic and Circulation 

The Modified Home Size Alternative would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts as 
compared to the Proposed Project.  The number of new residential units proposed would be 
124 instead of 130.  As a single-family residential development, the project has a similar 
traffic generation rate as the Proposed Project, however this alternative would result in 72 
fewer trips (1,488 Average Daily Trips (ADT) instead of 1,560 ADT) using the SANDAG 
standard of 12 ADT per household. Impacts on SR-76 west of Old Highway 395 would be 
similar with this alternative because approximately the same number of cars would be 
traveling on the surrounding roadway network.  Therefore, potential traffic impacts to 
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roadway segments operating at LOS F would remain significant with this alternative when 
compared to the Proposed Project.      

Biological Resources 

The Modified Home Size Alternative would decrease the number of units by 6 over the 
Proposed Project.  However, the development footprint would stay the same (48.1 acres). 
The proposed attached Modified Home Size design would result in one and two-story single-
family units with similar floor plans than the Proposed Project.   There was not a substantial 
reduction in habitat impact reduction of the undisturbed coastal sage scrub since the project 
footprint remained the same.  The same mitigation measures for the Proposed Project would 
apply to this alternative.  

Noise 

Potential noise impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project. The architectural designs of 
the proposed housing units would be similar to those under the Proposed Project.  The single 
family housing units would be one- and two-stories in height. The floor elevation of the 
buildings would be similar as well, and both alternatives would be located a similar distance 
from Interstate 15. Both project designs include a combination landscaped berm and sound 
wall along the eastern property boundary to shield the property from offsite traffic noise.  
The Modified Home Size Alternative includes interior sound walls to reduce traffic noise at 
the home sites.  The design of the Modified Home Size Alternative may provide a better 
noise reduction for the homes due to the useable open space areas that create a land use 
buffer between Hwy 395 and the nearest homes.  Potential impacts from offsite traffic noise 
are similar with this alternative because the pad elevations interior noise wall design, the 
exterior berm and noise walls are similar to the Proposed Project.      

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality   

Landform Alteration impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project under the Modified 
Home Size Alternative housing design because both involve about the same amount of 
grading with manufactured slopes of similar heights.  Visual quality impacts also would be 
similar because both have a mixture of one and two story homes.  The landscaping would be 
similar as well.  The finished floor elevations of the proposed buildings would be 
approximately the same as would the overall height of the structures. Therefore potential 
impacts would be essentially the same as the Proposed Project.  

Land Use and Planning  

This alternative proposes buildings that are similar in size and scale and range in area from 
2,824 SF to 3,575 SF on lots with an average of more than 7,000 square feet in size.  This 
alternative provides for similar backyard open space as the project.  Some of the buildings 
are two stories while others are one story. These dimensions are slightly larger than the other 
developments in the area, particularly the Pala Mesa Villages neighborhood to the south and 
the Pala Mesa Fairways development on the north side of Pala Mesa Drive. The Pala Mesa 
Villages development consists of mostly one-story single-family homes. The Pala Mesa 
Fairways development to the north is mostly one-story duplex style homes.  Existing 
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development west of the project site consists mostly of single-family homes on estate-sized 
lots.  The Modified Home Size Alternative would be consistent with the surrounding 
developments’ character. This alternative proposes the elimination of the largest home size to 
reduce the maximum difference in total square footage between the proposed homes and the 
existing homes in the surrounding area. The elimination of the largest home size reduced the 
average home size from 3,275 square feet to 3,141 square feet. In addition to the reduction 
average home size, the average lot size was reduced from 7,917 square feet to 7,407 square 
feet with this alternative. Furthermore, the reduction of six units provide for a 1.6-acre 
increase in recreational area compared to the Proposed Project. The increased recreational 
area allows for the addition of a neighborhood clubhouse by the pool, a putting green, a tot 
lot and an increase in flat areas for passive recreational uses. The Modified Home Size 
Alternative incrementally contributes to the transition from a smaller detached single-family 
home outside of the PDP to the south to duplex style attached homes within the PDP to the 
north.  Similar to the Proposed Project, potential impacts to Land Use and Planning remain 
less than significant.   

Geologic Resources 

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The 
Modified Home Size Alternative would not result in significant changes in grading quantities 
that would increase the risk in geologic hazards.  As such, potential impacts geological 
resources under this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact 
on hydrology and water quality. This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the 
detention basins along the eastern property boundary, with one extended detention basin and 
underground storage facility located on-site to control surface water runoff and to prevent 
increased volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events. 

The amount of impervious surface on the subject site would be less with the Modified Home 
Size Alternative as compared to the project.  Parking for the residential units and the 
recreation area would be provided as off- street surface parking in front of the buildings. 
However, BMPs would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to water quality resulting 
from development of this alternative. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less 
than significant with this alternative. Therefore, impacts with this alternative would be 
similar to those of the Proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on 
air quality. However, the Modified Home Size Alternative would generate less vehicle trips, 
thereby incrementally reducing the air quality impact from additional cars driving on the 
roads emitting air emissions.  The development footprint for the Modified Home Size 
Alternative is consistent with the Proposed Project and therefore, potential impacts are 
similar to the Proposed Project and would require approximately the same amount of the 
construction activities.  
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5.4.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Modified Home Size 
Alternative 

This Modified Home Size Alternative would incrementally reduce potentially significant 
impacts to traffic and air quality due to the reduced traffic impacts due to a reduced number 
of units associated with the single-family development.   

This alternative does meet the project objectives of developing a single-family residential 
development that meets the demands of the current housing market, and developing of an 
alternative housing product within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of 
a changing community profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood in Fallbrook.   This alternative 
has the development footprint and consequently has the same impacts to biological resources.    
The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes a building type that is similar to other existing 
developments within the surrounding area. The modified home size is a feasible project.  
This alternative would be supported by the project applicant and should not be rejected from 
further consideration.   

5.5 Analysis of the Duplex Housing Alternative 

The Duplex Housing Alternative was created to provide an alternative project design that 
reflects a housing product that was generally described in the original Private Development 
Plan for the Pala Mesa area.   

5.5.1 Duplex Housing  Alternative Description and Setting 

The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential development on 
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Duplex Housing Alternative footprint is 
the same as the Proposed Project.  A conceptual site plan of the Duplex Housing Alternative 
is shown in Figure 5.5-1. The alternative involves subdividing the property to develop duplex 
attached dwelling units, as opposed to single-family units as would occur with the Proposed 
Project.  The alternative proposes condominium-type development of 82 Duplex buildings 
over 11 lots. 

The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes 164 duplex housing units.  The units are a mix of 
one and two story homes that are attached with two units per building.  Twenty-two units are 
single story (13%) including all of the units along the southern property boundary. The home 
sizes range from 1,677 square feet to 2,034 square feet. The project design increases the 
recreational areas to 5.4 gross acres. The Duplex Housing Alternative was proposed to 
provide an alternative with homes that more similar in design to the Pala Mesa Fairways 
development to the north.  The development footprint is the same as the Proposed Project.  
The duplex units would generate 248 fewer trips than the Proposed Project, however traffic 
impacts are still considered significant. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would 
require an amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a majority of 
the homes having two bedrooms. Like, the Proposed Project a rezone would be required to 
change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the Specific Plan (21) General Plan 
designation.  The alternative proposes private internal streets.  Parking for the residential 
units and the recreation area would be provided as off street surface parking in front of the 
buildings, as well as individual 2-car garages. The parking spaces required for this design 
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would be 379 spaces. Residential garage parking would account for 328 parking spaces, 
which would be located within the proposed garages, guest spaces would account for 34 
parking spaces, and the recreational area would account for 17 parking spaces. The result is a 
smaller square foot building size and a reduced backyard size but the same size overall 
development footprint as the Proposed Project.   

The main access into and out of the project would be moved to the north to take access off of 
Quiet Ridge Lane. Secondary access would be through Via Alimonte on the south side of the 
project site.  The proposed roads within the property would be private.   The Duplex Housing 
Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala Mesa Drive 
and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and landscaped berm would be located on the 
eastern portion of the property. The wall would extend the entire length of the eastern portion 
of the property and have a break for an access route into the Project, as would the Proposed 
Project. 

This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the detention basins along the 
eastern property boundary. One extended detention basin and underground storage facility 
would be located within the project site to control surface water runoff to prevent increased 
volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events. 

Like the Proposed Project, the “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (which requires the 
preparation of a Planned Residential Development) would be retained and implemented 
through a MUP. A Major Use Permit (MUP04-024) has been added to the project 
applications for this alternative to: 

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (the Pala Mesa PDP’s 
requirement for a Planned Residential Development); 

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for 
Design Review (Interstate 15 [I-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines); 

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator; 

4. Allow for commonly maintained areas; and, 

5. Provide architectural and site design details.  

This alternative would require a major use permit and a tentative map.  A Specific Plan 
Amendment (SPA) would be required to eliminate the restriction for mostly two bedroom 
homes.  This alternative would reclassify the existing zoning designations to S-88 to make 
the property’s zoning consistent with current County of San Diego zoning practices.  Also 
like the Proposed Project, the Duplex Housing Alternative includes a boundary adjustment 
with the fire station property.  
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5.5.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Duplex Housing Alternative to the Proposed 
Project 

Traffic and Circulation 

The Duplex Housing Alternative would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts as 
compared to the Proposed Project.  The number of new residential units permitted would be 
164 instead of 130.  However, as a multi-family residential development, the project has a 
lower traffic generation rate than typical single-family product, this would result in 248 fewer 
trips (1,312 Average Daily Trips (ADT) instead of 1,560 ADT) using the SANDAG standard 
of 8 ADT per household for attached housing products. While the Duplex Housing 
Alternative would provide a lower residential density than studied by SANDAG in 
determining the trip rate, the condominium rate is appropriate for this alternative, given the 
characteristics of the land use being proposed (i.e., attached units, rather than detached units). 
The duplex housing product would likely appeal to households with lower trip-making 
potential (i.e., single-person households, smaller families, and “empty-nesters”) than typical 
single-family products, and would provide attached, rather than detached units.    

Impacts on SR-76 west of Old Highway 395 would be incrementally less with this alternative 
but traffic impacts would remain significant on roadway segments currently operating at LOS 
F.  Therefore, potential traffic impacts to roadway segments operating at LOS F would 
remain significant with this alternative as compared to the Proposed Project.  The Duplex 
Housing Alternative would provide 164 multi-family residences (i.e., two-unit (duplex) 
residences) on 84.6 gross acres.  If the biological open space area is deducted from the total, 
the residential density of this alternative would be 3.4 dwelling units per acre.  Similar to the 
Proposed Project, a left turn lane off Old Highway 395 into the project site would be 
required.  The same mitigation measure required for the Proposed Project would be required 
for this alternative. 

Biological Resources 

The Duplex Housing Alternative would increase the number of units by 34 over the Proposed 
Project.  However, the development footprint would stay the same (48.1 acres).  The same 
mitigation measures required for the Proposed Project would be required for this alternative.  

Noise 

Potential noise impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project. The building pad elevations 
of the proposed housing units would be similar to those under the Proposed Project.  The 
proposed homes would be located a similar distance from Interstate 15 as the Proposed 
Project. Both project designs include a combination landscaped berm and sound wall along 
the eastern property boundary to shield the property from offsite traffic noise.  The Duplex 
Housing Alternative includes interior sound walls to reduce traffic noise at the home sites.  
The design of the Duplex Housing Alternative may provide a better noise reduction for the 
homes due to the useable open space areas that create a land use buffer between Old 
Highway 395 and the nearest homes.  Potential impacts from offsite traffic noise are similar 
with this alternative because the pad elevations; interior noise wall design, and the exterior 
berm and noise walls are similar to the Proposed Project.  The noise mitigation measures 
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would be approximately the same but would require modification to reflect different lot 
numbers.    

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality   

Because the Proposed Project includes a mixture of one and two story homes, landform 
alteration and  visual quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to the Proposed 
Project. The Duplex Housing Alternative would involve approximately the same amount of 
grading with manufactured slopes of similar heights as the Proposed Project.  The proposed 
landscaping would be similar as well.  Visual simulations have been prepared and 
demonstrate that visual impacts would not be significantly different than the Proposed 
Project (Figures 5.5-6 through 5.5-8).  The finished floor elevations of the proposed buildings 
would be approximately the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore potential impacts from 
landform alteration and grading would be similar.  Mitigation measures would be the same as 
the Proposed Project.   

Land Use and Planning  

This alternative proposes attached homes that are smaller in size and scale and range in area 
from 1,677 SF to 2,034 SF.  Some of the buildings are two stories while others are one story.  
These dimensions are consistent with the other developments in the area, particularly the Pala 
Mesa Villages neighborhood to the south and the Pala Mesa Fairways development on the 
north side of Pala Mesa Drive.  The Pala Mesa Villages development consists of mostly one-
story single-family homes.  The Pala Mesa Fairways development to the north is mostly one-
story duplex style homes.  Existing development west of the project site consists mostly of 
single-family homes on estate-sized lots.  The Duplex Housing Alternative would provide a 
housing type that would transition from the detached housing in the south to the attached 
houses in the north.  This alternative would continue to provide a row of single story homes 
along the southern boundary.   The row of single story homes provides a physical and visual 
transition from the smaller single-family homes adjacent to the project boundary on the south 
with the larger proposed development on the Proposed Project site.    

This alternative proposes more useable open space for recreational uses than the Proposed 
Project.  The Duplex Housing Alternative more than doubles the recreational area with 5.4 
acres.  The increased open space allows for more recreational amenities such as a pool 
clubhouse, level park areas for passive recreational uses, tot lots, a putting green, a larger 
pocket park and some hard court areas. 

The proposed attached housing units and increased recreational areas are consistent with the 
existing development in the surrounding area. Similar to the Proposed Project, potential 
impacts to land use and planning remain less than significant with the Duplex Housing 
Alternative. 

Geologic Resources 

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The Duplex 
Housing Alternative would not result in significant changes in grading quantities that would 
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increase the risk in geologic hazards.  As such, potential impacts geological resources under 
this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact 
on hydrology and water quality. This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the 
detention basins along the eastern property boundary, with one extended detention basin and 
underground storage facility located on-site to control surface water runoff and to prevent 
increased volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events. 

The amount of impervious surface on the subject site would be less with the Duplex Housing 
Alternative as compared to the project.  Parking for the residential units and the recreation 
area would be provided as off- street surface parking in front of the buildings. However, 
BMPs would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to water quality resulting from 
development of this alternative. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant with this alternative. Therefore, impacts with this alternative would be similar to 
those of the Proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on 
air quality. However, the Duplex Housing Alternative would generate less vehicle trips, 
thereby incrementally reducing the air quality impact from additional cars driving on the 
roads emitting air emissions.  The development footprint for the Duplex Housing Alternative 
is consistent with the Proposed Project and therefore, potential impacts are similar to the 
Proposed Project and would require approximately the same amount of the construction 
activities.  

5.5.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Duplex Housing Alternative 

The Duplex Housing Alternative would incrementally reduce potentially significant impacts 
to traffic and air quality due to the reduced traffic impacts associated with a multi-family 
development.   

This alternative does not meet the project objectives of developing a single-family residential 
development that meets the demands of the current housing market, or of developing an 
alternative housing product within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of 
a changing community profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood in Fallbrook.   This alternative 
has the development footprint as the Proposed Project, and consequently the same impacts to 
sensitive biological resources.  The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes an attached 
building type that is similar to other existing developments to the north within the PDP, but a 
different housing type from the existing development to the south. While the Duplex Housing 
Alternative does not meet all the project objectives, it meets enough objectives to make the 
project feasible.  This alternative would be supported by the project applicant and should not 
be rejected from further consideration.    



ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-20  Draft: September 2006 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-22  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page 

 





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-24  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page 





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-26  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-28  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-30  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-32  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-34  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-36  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-38  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-40  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-42  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-44  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page  





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-46  Draft: September 2006 

Placeholder Page 





ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project  Pala Mesa Highlands 
Page 5-48  Draft: September 2006 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 

 


	Readers Guide - Accepted.pdf
	Reader’s Guide to the Re-Circulated Draft SEIR For the Pala Mesa Highlands Project
	Introduction and Purpose

	TOC just for recirculation.pdf
	TABLE OF CONTENTS

	Exec Summary - Accepted.pdf
	SUMMARY
	Project Synopsis
	Project Location
	Project Description
	Land Use Designations and Zoning
	The Proposed Project will not result in the need for significantly altered services, and facilities are available or adequate to serve the development. The Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) would provide sewage disposal for the Proposed Project, with a connection from an on-site gravity-flow sewer system to an existing sewer manhole located in Old Highway 395, approximately 2,100 feet south of Moheghan Lane. The RMWD would also provide water service. The Proposed Project would result in the relocation of an existing 12-inch RMWD water main within the proposed public road ROW, with points of connection to the north, east and south. The Proposed Project also includes the use of both underground and surface storm drain detention systems with appropriate water quality treatment facilities.
	Regional Setting
	Local Setting


	Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures That Reduce or Avoid the Significant Effects
	Areas of Controversy
	Issues To Be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body
	Project Alternatives
	No Project Alternative
	Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative
	Modified Home Size Alternative
	Duplex Housing Alternative




	Executive Summ Table - Accepted.pdf
	3.1.3-1 [Roadway Segment: Pala Road (SR-76) - Gird Road to Sage Road]
	Measure 3.1.3-1 (a, b, c, and d) requires improvements that mitigate for direct impacts on segments of Pala Road.  This measure also mitigates Impact 3.1.3-2 to a less than significant level.
	3.2.3-5  (Coastal California Gnatcatcher)
	Measures 3.2.3-3 and 3.2.3-4 require that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat impacts with both on-site and off-site habitat.  This measure also counts as mitigation for loss of other sensitive wildlife habitat.

	5.0 Project Alternatives - Accepted.pdf
	ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
	Rationale for Alternative Selection
	Alternatives Considered But Rejected from Further Analysis
	Alternate Location within the Pala Mesa Private Development Area
	Alternative Location in Fallbrook Outside of the Pala Mesa Private Development Area


	Analysis of the No Project Alternative
	No Project Alternative Description and Setting
	Comparison of the Effects of the No Project Alternative to the Proposed Project
	Traffic and Circulation
	Biological Resources
	Noise
	Landform Alteration and Visual Quality
	Land Use and Planning
	Geologic Resources
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	Air Quality

	Rationale for Preference of the Proposed Project over the No Project Alternative

	Analysis of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative
	Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative Description and Setting
	Comparison of the Effects of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative to the Proposed Project
	Traffic and Circulation
	Biological Resources
	Noise
	Landform Alteration and Visual Quality
	Land Use and Planning
	Geologic Resources
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	Air Quality

	Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative
	Modified Home Size Alternative Description and Setting
	Comparison of the Effects of the Modified Home Size Alternative to the Proposed Project
	Traffic and Circulation
	Noise
	Landform Alteration and Visual Quality
	Land Use and Planning
	Geologic Resources
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	Air Quality

	Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Modified Home Size Alternative


	5.5 Analysis of the Duplex Housing Alternative
	Duplex Housing  Alternative Description and Setting
	5.5.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Duplex Housing Alternative to the Proposed Project
	Traffic and Circulation
	Noise
	Landform Alteration and Visual Quality
	Land Use and Planning
	Geologic Resources
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	Air Quality

	5.5.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Duplex Housing Alternative





